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interviewees and learn from them about this interesting topic. I would like to thank all interviewees
for the time they took to inspire me and provide me with lots of interesting and useful information. As
a last nevertheless very important note, I want to thank Wim for his time, patience, guidance and
substantive assistance during this thesis journey.

Abstract
This thesis describes the analysis of the impact the implementation of the EU floods Directive has on
policy. The analysis was done by researching the implementation of the Directive in the German and
Dutch part of the river Rhine with a focus on the border area, namely: North Rhine Westphalia and
Gelderland. The study was done on seven main themes derived from the Directive: 1) Collaboration in
flood risk management, 2) Risk assessment, 3) Maps, Flood risk management plans approach, 4)
Scenario approach, 5) Public involvement and 6) Feedback in the Directive. The theoretical lenses
conformance, performance and performativity were respectively used to research how conform
implemented flood risk management policies are to the Directive, where policy making was
performance based and how performativity played a role in this implementation.
Keywords: Floods Directive, Flood risk management, Conformance, Performance, Performativity
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1.

Introduction
1.1. Flood risk management

Floods have the potential to cause fatalities, displacement of people and damage the environment.
Floods can severely compromise economic development and undermine the economic activities of the
Community (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). Between 1998 and 2002 there were over 100 major damaging
floods in Europe, causing the displacement of about half a million people (Saurí, 2003). The EEA
(European Environment Agency) reported that between 1998-2009 flooding and storms were the most
costly hazards (Wehrli, Herkendell, & Jol, 2010). The assets and lives at risk of flooding can be
enormous. Within the EU the potential damage from floods amounts to 165 billion euro. Along the
river Rhine more than ten-million people live in areas with risk of extreme floods (European
Environment Agency, 2017).
To reduce and manage the risks that floods pose to human health, environment, cultural heritage and
economic activity, the European Commission proposed the Floods Directive EU (2007/60/EC). The
Floods Directive was proposed in 2006 and has been enforced since 2007. All Member States of the
EU signed the Directive that applies to different kinds of floods from river, lakes, flash floods or urban
floods to coastal floods, storm surges and tsunamis. Only floods from sewerage systems are excluded.
(European Commission, 2017) The Floods Directive from now on called ‘the Directive’ obligates
Member States to assign areas with flood risk in a preliminary flood risk assessment. For such flood
risk areas, the Member States should establish flood risk maps. Thereafter, flood risk management
plans focused on prevention, protection and preparedness should established. These steps need to be
implemented in a cycle of six years (European Commission, 2017). Since the first cycle of the Floods
Directive finished in 2016, now is a fitting time to analyse the use and implementation of the Directive.
This research will focus on how the Directive was implemented into policy during this first cycle.
As a country largely below sea level, the Netherlands has a long history with floods and flood
protection. Water management and the ongoing fight to prevent floods or intrusion of sea water are
at the essence of Dutch tradition and culture (De Vries, 1974; Schama, 1988; TeBrake, 1985). In fact,
water management directly influences many policy fields in the Netherlands such as land-use planning
(De Vries, 1974; van der Cammen et al. 2012). While the Netherlands is famous for preventing and
managing floods, flood protection in other European countries is nevertheless of significant
importance. It is often argued that water management in many European countries needs more
interconnections with other disciplines, for instance spatial planning (Hartmann & Driessen, 2013). The
implementation of the Directive relates to spatial planning because of the spatial implications of the
Directive (Hartmann & Driessen, 2013) and because it influences policy making in the domain of actual
spatial interventions (Mastop, 1997). Since the River Rhine flood events in 1993 and 1995, there has
been a very gradual paradigm shift from infrastructural flood protection to flood risk management
(Hartmann & Albrecht, 2014; Moss & Monstadt, 2008; Mostert & Junier, 2009; Roth & Warner, 2007).
This trend can also be observed in the rest of Europe where a paradigm shift from technically oriented
flood protection (building dykes) to a holistic approach of flood risk management takes place
(Hartmann & Albrecht, 2014). With the European Floods Directive, the European Commission (EC)
enhances this shift towards a flood risk management approach.
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By placing a flood risk management approach in the Directive, the EU made this approach mandatory.
The flood risk management plans should address all aspects of flood risk management including
protection (taking measures to prevent a flood from happening), prevention (limiting the physical
effect a flood has), preparedness (informing citizens, establish evacuation- and provide emergency
response plans), flood forecasts, early warning systems and take the characteristics of the particular
river basin or sub-basin into account (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). All Member States must implement
the Directive and work on flood risk management conform the prescribed methods, approaches and
regulations of the Directive. To achieve the objective of the actual development of interventions,
spatial planning is largely dependent on countless policy layers (Driessen, 1997). This research will
analyse the implementation of the Directive in policy layers from the international level of the EC to
the local level of municipalities. The implementation of policy in this field is called ‘the policy game’ by
Driessen (1997). In the policy game goals must be realised via a chain of decision-making through
different policy layers with meetings, policy statements, laws and regulations (Driessen, 1997). The
Directive had to be implemented throughout the chain of decision-making.
Since the first implementation cycle of the Directive is finished, it is important to analyse and evaluate
the implementation of the Directive. The European Commission (EC) evaluates the delivered
documents by checking that the reports contain the requested information. The EC has neither
evaluated the content of the flood risk management plans nor has it officially analysed or reviewed
the implementation of the Directive itself. This while the member states should have implemented
policy conform the Directive. The Directive can be seen as a blueprints where the implementation is
expected to conform to intentions (Faludi, 1989). Analysing the conformance in the implementation
shows the degree to which the implementation or new policies conform to the Directive (Alexander &
Faludi, 1989). The policies in flood risk management are established with the goal to perform well and
thereby reduce the flood risks. Looking at the aspects of performance in the implementation of the
Directive will improve the understanding of what happens when strategic policies are established
(Mastop & Needham, 1997).This research will look into the implementation of the Directive while
researching whether the establishment of the policies is based on conformance- and or performancetheory. The implementation of the Directive is done via laws, regulations, frameworks, meetings and
policies. These implementation tools are textual or vocal, by using the theoretical concepts of
performativity these forms of implementation can be researched. The precise wording of the policy
statements also the performativity is one of the main issues in the implementation of policy (Driessen,
1997). By analysing the implementation of the Floods Directive through the theoretical lenses of
conformance, performance and performativity, an in-depth analysis of the implementation of the
Floods Directive was done. This thesis will describe the results of this analysis.
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1.2. General introduction of Floods Directive
Since this research is about the implementation of the Floods Directive, first the Directive will be
generally introduced. The Floods Directive EU (2007/60/EC) on the assessment and management of
flood risks was proposed by the European Commission on 18/01/2006, and was finally published in the
Official Journal on 6 November 2007 (European Commission, 2017). It was signed by all the Member
States and came into force on 26 November 2007. The establishment of the Floods Directive and the
six-year cyclical process is shown in Figure 1. The Directive required Member States to carry out a
preliminary flood risk assessment by 2011 and every six years thereafter. In this assessment Member
States should identify the river basins and associated coastal areas at risk of flooding. For these flood
risk zones the states should establish flood risk maps by 2013. Thereafter, flood risk management plans
focussing on prevention, protection and preparedness must be established in 2015 (European
Commission, 2017). These years are applicable for the first round in the Directive. After six years the
plans should be reviewed and a new cycle starts (Figure 1). At each step in this cyclical process the
European commission will review and inspect the delivered submissions from each member state. The
Directive reinforces the rights of the public to have access to information and to have a say in the
planning process (European Commission, 2017). For example, the Directive requires Member States to
make the preliminary flood risk assessment, the flood risk maps and the flood risk management plans
available to the public (Article 10, 1 Directive EU (2007/60/EC). Because the Directive will be used as
guideline for the thesis, there will be a more in-depth description of the main themes of the Directive
in paragraph 2.2.

Figure 1. The cyclical process of reporting requirements for the Directive EU (2007/60/EC)
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1.3. Problem statement
There are a lot of articles written about the Floods Directive (Hartmann et al., 2013; Hartmann & Spit,
2016a; Mostert & Junier, 2009; Nones, 2015; Roth & Warner, 2007). A scientific review about the
implementation of the Directive after the first implementation cycle will be an addition to the articles
that were written during or before this first cycle. The European Commission will review the
implementation and the reports delivered by the Member States itself. This review, is based rather on
a checklist then on the quality of the actual implementation. When the deadline of handing in a report
passes, the first check is whether a report has been submitted and whether the reports are complete.
The EC makes this check public on their website in which can be seen Figure 2. The table is not up to
date since the reports with a deadline in 2016 are still not registered in July 2018. The figure does not
provide any indication on whether the reported implementation is conform the Directive, or if the
reported information fulfils all requirements of the respective articles in the Directive (European
Environment Agency, 2017).

Figure 2. Checklist from the EC of deliverables for the Floods Directive available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/flood_risk/implem.htm accessed at: 28/07/2018.

When, for example: the report states that the member state implemented all aspects of the Directive
conform the Directive, the implementation of the Directive in this country will be reviewed as
sufficient. This while the report might provide an impartial overview of the actual implementation. It
is relevant to not only research what a member state has stated in a report however, to qualitatively
research the actual implementation. To establish a good understanding of the implementation of the
Directive, this research will describe how the Directive was implemented, whether this
implementation is conform the Directive, what aspects of the implementation process are related to
performance and how the policies are established related to performativity theory. This thesis
4

describes what the impact of the implementation of the Directive was on different policy scales, from
the international scale to the local scale. At each of these scales different policy makers have worked
with and on the implementation of the Directive. These actors provide insight into the effect of the
implementation of the Directive and share knowledge on conformance, performance and
performativity in this implementation. Identifying aspects of the implementation that relate to
performativity will provide knowledge about the way policies are written, framed and interpreted. By
using the theoretical lenses of conformance, performance and performativity for researching the
implementation, an in-depth research can be done to review the impact of the implementation of the
Floods Directive at the different policy scales.

1.4. Research objective
The first implementation cycle of the Directive is now finished, therefore this research could be based
on the knowledge from experts who worked on the implementation of the Directive. As Hartmann and
Spit (2016a p.373) wrote: “it matters to systematically analyse and compare the diversity of
approaches among Member States”. To analyse the implementation of the Floods Directive the
following preliminary research question was established:
How is the Floods Directive implemented in flood risk management policy at different policy scales?
To find an answer on this question the following topics were explored: theoretical lenses, main themes
of the Directive and a relevant case.
Theoretical lenses applicable to this research.
The theoretical lenses guide this research on the comprehensive implementation of the Floods
Directive. To research how conform the implementation of policy is to the Directive, conformance
theory was used. The implementation of flood risk management can be conform the Directive
however, this provides little insight on how this implementation performs. By using performance
theory as second lens the research provides insights on how the implementation performs. This lens
shows where policy makers worked further or parallel to the Directive, while effecting flood risk
management. By combing these theoretical lenses, the research shows how policies were established
and where the establishment of policy was related to, to performance or both. To find out how the
Directive is implemented into policies performativity in the implementation, process will be
researched. The performativity describes how things are written down and communicated at each
policy scale. It shows how the ideas and policies are interpreted and communicated by and to the
public and policy makers. By using the lenses of performance, performativity, conformance the
implementation of the Floods Directive was systematically analysed.
The main themes of the Directive.
To be able to research the implementation of the Directive, the main topics in the Directive was be
structured in themes. Because the Floods Directive addresses various aspects of flood risk
management, seven main themes were selected to provide a basis to research the implementation of
the Directive. Namely: 1) Influence of Directive on policy, 2) Flood risk management approach, 3)
Collaboration in flood risk management, 4) Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans, 5)
Scenario approach, 6) Public involvement and 7) Feedback in the Directive. These themes guided the
research, the interviews and provided the structure of this study.
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A relevant case where the Directive was implemented.
To research the implementation of the Directive a case of where the Directive was implemented must
be selected. This case should be relevant to the Directive and it should provide enough insides to reflect
on this implementation. The case selection will be described in paragraph 2.3. After the case selection,
understanding the theoretical lenses and selecting the main themes of the Directive, the research
questions shown in paragraph 2.5 were established.

1.5. Outline of the report
In paragraph 2.1 the three theoretical lenses: conformance, performance and performativity will be
presented and described. Thereafter the main themes that were selected based on the Directive are
presented. In paragraph 2.3 the selected case is shortly introduced. The three concepts related to
theory, themes and place were combined to structure this study. Paragraph 2.4 shows a conceptual
framework of how this study was structured. After describing the three pillars on which the study was
built the research questions will be presented in paragraph 2.5. Paragraph 2.6 describes the research
framework in which the research questions will be studied. In chapter 3 the methods that were used
in this research are presented namely: a literature analysis, semi structured interviews and the method
to analyse the data with a data analysis framework. In chapter 4 the results of the research are shown
starting with an analysis of the policy network in which the Directive is implemented. Thereafter the
results on the main themes are presented per policy scale. At each policy scale an overview of the ratio
between performance and conformance is provided in subparagraphs 4.x.8. The results of reviewing
the data with a performativity lens are shown in the subparagraphs 4.x.9. In chapter 5 the research
questions will be answered and discussed. This is done via: an analysis of conformance and
performance at each theme of the Directive, an evaluation of the use of the theoretical lenses, an
evaluation of the used methods followed by the recommendations. The conclusions of this research
are presented in chapter 6.
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2.

Theoretical framework
2.1. The theoretical concepts

The Floods Directive can be seen as a strategic plan as it serves as a guideline and source of information
for subsequent decision making (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). Therefore, this research on the
implementation of the Directive can be described as an evaluation of a strategic plan. Most evaluation
and implementation research deals with specific and well-defined operational policy and not with
broad and sometimes vague indicative strategic planning (Mastop & Faludi, 1997).
To investigate this strategic plan three theoretical concepts are used. These concepts are primarily
drawn from planning theory but are supported by policy, management and water management
theories. To investigate how the Floods Directive is integrated into international, national and local
policy the theoretical concepts performance, conformance and performativity will be used. These
three concepts will be used to study the implementation of the Floods Directive. Conformance is the
process of a product being made as it was designed, without mistakes or faults (Cambridge University
Press, 2017). Performance indicates how well a person, machine or policy. does its intended work or
activity (Cambridge University Press, 2017). Performativity is the power language has to affect change
in the world: language does not simply describe the world but may instead function as a form of social
action (Cavanaugh, 2017).
By selecting these three theoretical lenses to analyse the implementation of the Directive all desired
parts of the implementation were researched. Analysing the implementation of the Directive entails
an analysis of the chain of decisions, including the shifts in policy arenas, and is much more than a
simple before and after design. It comes close to laying bare the whole planning and policy process
from the first initiatives to the final measures which shape the spatial environment (Mastop &
Needham, 1997). Investigating the conformance within the policy process of the Directive will show
whether the decisions established in each policy are still in line with the ideas of the composers of and
the Directive itself. Nevertheless, conformance is not the ultimate measure of whether a strategic plan
has been effective (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). Mastop and Faludi (1997) describe that the conformance
test is insufficient. Therefore, they introduced the performance principle. Conformance and
performance are not new in literature about concepts of planning (practices), strategic plans and
policies (Albrechts, 2004; Healey, 1997, 2006; Janin Rivolin, 2008; Salet & Faludi, 2000). However, as
indicated by Mastop and Needham (1997) there is a third pillar described as communication. Another
concept is needed to see how the Directive was communicated, interpreted and written down. For
this specific part of the research the concept of performativity will be used. The concept of the
performativity of language was first described by the philosopher John L. Austin (1975) in his book
‘How to do things with words’. He stated that there is a difference between constative language, which
describes the world and can be evaluated as true or false, and performative language, which does
something in the world. Other scholars have taken up these basic insights to explore the various ways
in which language can do things in the world. Judith Butler developed the concept of performativity to
describe how gender is constructed (Butler, 1990). In this thesis the theoretical lens of performativity
is used to research how words are used to describe and define the implementation process of the
Directive (Department of History, 2017).

7

The theoretical concepts of conformance, performance and performativity were used as lenses to
establish an in-depth research into the implementation of the Floods Directive. To provide the
theoretical framework that will be used to guide and enhance the research, the three theoretical
lenses will be explained and elaborated more in the next paragraphs. Chapter 3.3 describes how these
three theoretical lenses are used in this thesis.

2.1.1. Conformance
Conformance or conformity, is the correspondence in form, manner, character or action in accordance
with some specified standard or authority. It is a state of things being similar, or identical (Janin Rivolin,
2008). In the 20th century planners generally nourished the assumption that the State, as the keeper
of collective interest, is expected to ‘conform’ projects of property development to its own strategy
(Janin Rivolin, 2008). Planning systems are still based on the ideal assumption that plan
implementation respond to the capacity of making spatial development projects conform to the
collective strategy proposed by the plan. Janin Rivolin (2008) stated that consequently, those projects
that conform to the plan are automatically legitimated for development. The technical cornerstone of
the conformative planning model is that the plan is intended to be a binding public strategy, to be
achieved by assigning rules that are expected to be followed in public and private project
implementation. The cultural ideals of hierarchy and of dirigisme, justified by the assumption that the
State is the keeper of the collective interest, lie at the root of such formulation. (Janin Rivolin, 2008)
When assessing goal attainment, the conformance between goals and outcomes is measured (Mastop
& Faludi, 1997). An example of such a goal is that policies in the structural outline schema at national
scale should found their way into the plans and programmes of provinces and municipalities (Mastop
& Faludi, 1997). The conformance approach can measure success in terms of the degree to which
implementations or new policies precisely conform to specific policies (Alexander & Faludi, 1989).
These policies and project plans are the blueprints where implementation is unproblematic and
outcomes are expected to conform to intentions (Faludi, 1989).
In spatial planning, there can be a binding system. The relationship between policy and control is
expected to be determined through a binding detailed land-use plan. Effects are compared with
intentions like a blueprint for a house (Barrett, 1981a). This comparison between intention and effect
is the conformance view, where a high level of conformance might indicate a good plan. However,
under uncertain conditions, a high conformance also shows how little the planning agency responded
to changing insights in how society works (Wildavsky, 1989). Faludi (1989) describes that the quality of
a plan must not be measured in terms of conformance however in terms of whether they facilitate
decision making. This does not mean that investigating the conformance of policy is not interesting for
research. The conformance will however not be reviewed as being positive or negative. In the analysis
of Faludi and Van der Valk (2013) the initial plan is compared with its eventual physical outcome, thus
showing how well the plan controlled future developments. Conformance compares before and after
implementation of policy and is a good measure for project plans. To find conformance in policy
documents and operational decisions, there is often an explicit reference being made to demonstrate
that conformance has not been accidental (Faludi, 1989).
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2.1.2. Performance
Mastop and Faludi (1997) define performance as the regulative principle for evaluating strategic plans.
A strategic plan is performing well, that is, serving its function, if and only if it plays a tangible role in
the choices of the actors to whom it is addressed. Including the subsequent choices of the plan-maker
and other actors to whom the plan appeals (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). Performance can also be defined
as the process of serially connected decision making (Herweijer, Hummels, & Lohuizen, 1990). The
Floods Directive can be seen as a strategic plan, such a strategic plan may be thought of as a chain of
decision making in which the spatial planning takes effect (Driessen, 1997). The strategy of
technological performance is satisficing when it is able to meet the mitigated, but feasible
requirements, rather than delivering optimization in each and every expected field (Kołtun, 2015).
Performance can also be reached without sticking to the original plan, whether a strategic plan is
performing well it is irrespective of whether or not outcomes correspond with the plan (Mastop &
Faludi, 1997). To find the degree of performance or to give a positive answer on the degree of
performance about such plans and policies, a very detailed investigation is necessary (Mastop &
Needham, 1997).
To do such a detailed investigation into the performance perspective, the whole process from making
strategic policies to the measures taken to change things on the ground must be researched. The
performance perspective identifies all the actors involved in this process and allows the process to be
analysed from the point of view of any one of them (Mastop & Needham, 1997). The approach requires
looking at how a plan affects decisions and how these decisions affect outcomes (Mastop & Faludi,
1997). Performance studies indicate that the performance approach offers a fruitful and promising
way to deal with questions of the functioning and evaluation of strategic policymaking (Mastop &
Needham, 1997). The Floods Directive has a strategic character, the performance depends on the
degree to which they are used in subsequent decision making (Mastop, 1997). Mastop and Needham
(1997) state that the performance perspective offers a theoretically sound method for evaluating
strategic policy. It takes into account the whole process from policymaking to direct measures and
from the standpoints of all actors, meaning that the performance perspective can be an extremely
powerful analytical tool (Mastop & Needham, 1997). Mastop (1997) showed that focusing on the
recipients of policy in subsequent decision making, and on their handling of those policies, is of the
utmost importance for assessing the performance of strategic national policies. However, it is
important to know that performance is not always a vertical process moving from top to bottom, the
reverse can also take place. In practice, one observes many forms of influence, top down as well as
bottom up (Driessen, 1997). The central question in these performance measurement is whether the
spirit of the plan was actually adopted and whether it led to better operational decisions and
subsequent implementation, due to accepting physical outcomes to diverge from the initially projected
situation (Koomen, Dekkers, & van Dijk, 2008).
To research the performance of policy, the network approach can be used. The basic premise of the
network approach is that, to resolve a problem, the manoeuvres of the actors should be adapted to
each other. A policy network is explicitly defined not only by its structure of inter organisational
arrangements, but also by its function the formulation and implementation of policy (Driessen, 1997).
For a network to perform, the whole network must perform. Conformance is needed between parties:
the point of departure for the policy network approach is the observation that in order to resolve
societal problems authority lies in the hands of many actors, but none of the actors is in a position to
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resolve a problem alone (Driessen, 1997). To research the performance of a policy an investigation,
into all actors in the policy process is desirable.
Some authors are not positive about performance studies. They have concerns about the nature of
performance, commonly regarded as: an essentially contested concept, meaning that its very existence
is bound up in disagreement about what it is, and that the disagreement over its essence is itself part
of that essence (Strine et al., 1990). The research by Needham et al. (1997) also shows that
performance is different depending on the point of view. When focused on the other end of the chain:
the makers of strategic plans judged performance to be good if their policies have been implemented
(Mastop & Needham, 1997). When implementation falls short of expectations, the plan and the
planner is said to have failed (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). However, to reach performance the test is
whether the outcome is appropriate for the job (Mastop & Faludi, 1997), even if this outcome is
different than the plan. This because throughout a plan its implementation new information will occur
that is typically of higher value than the information at the start of the project (Faludi, 2000; Faludi &
Altes, 1994; Koomen et al., 2008; Mastop, 1997).

2.1.3. Comparing Performance and Conformance
Berke et al. (2006) show that the performance approach has important implications for planners.
However, a comparison with the conformance approach helps to highlight the different policy
alternatives that planners should pursue under different conceptions of success. Performance is
defined as the capacity in shaping the minds of actors in spatial development. This indeed fits well to
plans that, for their institutional nature, are not addressed directly to be implemented nor to shape
spatial development. But any attempt to employ the same definition for planning systems (or to
planning as a whole), which respond to institutional mandates of land use regulation, including the
shaping of spatial development and its implementation, would simply lead to the conclusion that they
can only have a confirmative nature (Janin Rivolin, 2008). As shown before, performance is not the
same as conformance. A plan might pass the test of conformance, but on close scrutiny fail that of
performance (Faludi, 1989). On the other hand a plan performs for as long as it is being used as a frame
of reference, be it with conforming or nonconforming results (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). A lack of
conformance between a plan and final outcomes does not mean poor performance (Mastop & Faludi,
1997). Thus, performance cannot be assessed exclusively in terms of conformity (Driessen, 1997).
Mastop and Faludi (1997) agree that, for theoretical reasons, the criterion only using conformity is
unsuitable for assessing the performance of spatial planning policies. First, because the procedures
follow a complex chain of decision making. There is a fair chance that discontinuities arise and in this
way the original policy statements undergo change. This chance increases as more steps are included
in decision making and as more actors are involved. To show how performance and conformance
differ, the following example can be given: if implementation is defined as ‘putting policy into effect
or action in conformance with policy’, then compromise will be policy failure. However, if
implementation is regarded as ‘getting something done’, then performance rather than conformance
is the central objective and compromise a means of achieving performance although at the expense
of some of the original intentions (Barrett, 1981b). Both theoretical lenses are used in this research,
therefore it is important to describe the differences between performance and conformance, keeping
their possible interconnections in mind.
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2.1.4. Performativity
In strategic planning, communication is ‘the name of the game’. A social-interaction theoretical
perspective is a useful approach to understand what is actually happening (Mastop & Faludi, 1997).
The concept of performativity will establish a basis to research said communication. There are different
interpretations and uses of the concept of performativity. The original meaning of performativity is
usually traced back to the book ‘How to do things with words’ from Austin (1975). He described the
notion of performative utterances, that are equivalent to what is being said. For example, “the meeting
is closed”. Later, various social scientists developed the notion and transferred it to different contexts
(Czarniawska, 2011). Performativity has influenced scholars in cultural studies, political theory, queer
theory and gender studies (Andrew & Kosofsky, 1995; Butler & Scott, 2013; Campbell, 1992; Nicholson
& Seidman, 1995). Feminist and poststructuralist geographers increasingly incorporate performativity
into their inquiries concerning the intersections of gender, sexuality, ethnicity, space and place (Bell et
all., 1994; Kirby, 1996; McDowell, 1992; Rose, 1997). In some cases geographers are using
performativity to frame their work (Bell et al., 1994; McDowell & Court, 1994). While others draw on
the language of performativity to talk about identity (Kirby, 1996; Sharp, 1996).
Butler (1990, 1993, 1995, 2011) made a big effort in spreading the concept of performativity. She builds
primarily on the work of Foucault, developing the twin themes of power as productive and discourse
or discursive practice as constitutive of subjects (Hodgson, 2005). She describes performative acts as
forms of authoritative speech: most performatives, for instance, are statements that, in the uttering,
also perform a certain action and exercise a binding power (Butler, 1993). Among the various strengths
of the concept, Butler’s performativity offers a more sophisticated understanding of agency that fully
embraces the complex and problematic nature of power relations (Hodgson, 2005). Thereby
recognising the need to take into account much more than a mere verbal utterance (Kołtun, 2015).
Austin begins with performatives as particular utterances, but eventually concludes that they are
indispensable aspects of language use (Culler, 2007). The research that is presented here will primarily
build on the topic of how bodies of text and talk are produced, circulated and consumed (Grant, 2004;
Hardy, 2001; Phillips & Hardy, 2002; Spicer, Alvesson, & Kärreman, 2009).
The use of performance and performativity as linked concepts is sometimes the source of problems.
However, neither of these two usages has yet managed to displace or entirely accommodate itself to
the other. Their relation is instead best described as asymptotic: an ever closer proximity without a
final, resolving convergence (Loxley, 2006). This indicates that using only performance theory the
research could miss insights that can be taken into account when performativity is included. Driessen
(1997) concludes that an evaluation of policy processes based on only the conformance principles, falls
short of understanding what really happens. Instead, some kind of 'optimality' criterion should be
used, taking the idea of the situational rationality of the actors involved in the subsequent stages of
decision making into account (Mastop, 1997). Within these stages of decision making performativity is
situated, where language, power relations and discourses, social institutions exist and intersect
(Jackson, 2004). Language plays an important role in policy making and transferring policy to other
policy layers or to the local public. Language does not reflect the intention (or action) of the individual.
Language, as social practice, produces the discursive possibilities of performance (Jackson, 2004). In
order to let a performance or performative work, it must draw upon and recite a set of linguistic
conventions which have traditionally worked to bind or engage certain kinds of effects (Butler, 1995).
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Austin points out that there are sets of words that do things, he calls these words performatives. Some
examples of performatives include a priest uttering the words “you are now married”, or a ship-owner
declaring “I name this ship the Molly Aida,”. In these cases, words are actually creating a social fact
rather than simply describing a situation (Spicer et al., 2009). Researchers have argued that Austin his
work points out that many models of management could be considered to be performativities, that
are a form of action in and of themselves (Sturdy & Fleming, 2003). Policies, laws and Directives can
be examples of such forms of action in and of themselves. Most of the literature is primarily focused
on exploring the nature of performance, while treating performativity as a valuable, yet somewhat
secondary concept. However, some studies deal with performativity and performatives as a central
point of interest, where performances often mean no more than a doing or an act of realisation
(Kołtun, 2015).
This shows that scholars have diverse views on how to use the concept, however also interpretations
and the way they define the concept differ, while Butler (2011) describes performative acts as forms
of authoritative speech. For example Spicer et al. (2009) use the term critical performativity. They
describe critical performativity as: statements that in the uttering perform a certain action and exercise
a binding power. A law but also a policy can have or exercise such a binding power (Spicer et al., 2009).
Driessen (1997) provides three subjects when the performativity of policies or project plans is
investigated: 1) the degree to which policy statements themselves provide opportunities for
transformation, 2) the most up-to-date insights into the problem at hand and 3) the presence of
suitable tools for implementation. Czarniawska (2011) argues that with the concept of performativity,
the capacity to act can be only be established by investigating policy networks. Thus, the central
operation should be the situating of performativity within existing policy networks and activating those
points and connections or creating new ones if needed. This can be used to investigate the use of
language in speech and text. This will show how the implementation is communicated in the policy
network. It will also show the effects of these words, however it is important that performativity is not
just a matter of making use of words. It is also a process of performance (Spicer et al., 2009), about
how or the way things are being said, written down or transferred between persons, policy layers or
organisations. Lyotard’s (1984) wrote that performativity is ‘the optimization of the global relationship
between input and output’. The implementation of the Directive is depending on the relation between
input and output.
In sum, the conceptions of performativity presented in this chapter, although in many respects
divergent, provide a sound basis for reformulating some of the traditionally accepted assumptions
towards the nature of language use, action, and meaning-making (Kołtun, 2015). By researching the
language use, action, and meaning-making in the implementation of the Directive this implementation
itself can be reviewed. Bachmann-Medick describes that the performative turn could be perceived in
terms of an opposition to a widespread metaphor of culture as text, and the linguistic turn (BachmannMedick, 2012; Walker, 2003). The performativity or text -oriented approaches were accused of
adopting an oppressive, ethno- and logocentric attitude, and consequently, excluding anything and
anyone that would not fit into the framework of the embodied and the affective, sound and speech.
In consequence, many authors opposed performance to text, highlighting its focus on action, process,
and the future, instead of delimited, permanent essences. Performance deals with actions more than
text: with illocutionary rather than propositional force, with the social construction of reality rather
than its representation (Schieffelin, 1998; Thrift, 2008). The concept of performativity can be used
parallel to the research into conformance and performance.
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2.1.5. Conceptual Theoretical Framework
Table 1 provides a summary of how the concepts of conformance, performance and performativity will
be categorized into different codes. From the theoretical framework, the core subjects are selected,
each of these selected parts is converted into a useable statement about the concept. The concepts of
conformance and performance will focus on how the implementations is conform the Floods Directive,
shows more of the performance characteristics or demonstrates both labels. The concept of
performativity will focus on how language, text and talk establish power and change in policy
implementation. While it can be said that a policy shows a high level of conformance or performance
the concept of performativity will not be indicated with a level of performativity.
Table 1 Conceptual theoretical model

Concept Core subjects of concept in literature

Use of concept

Performance is satisfying when it is able to meet the mitigated, but It meets the
feasible requirements, rather than delivering optimization in each requirements.
and every expected field (Kołtun, 2015).
Mastop and Faludi (1997) …??? A strategic plan is performing well
and serving its function, only if it plays a tangible role in the
choices of the actors to whom it is addressed (including the
subsequent choices of the plan-maker or plan-makers) and/or of
other actors to whom the plan appeals.

Performance can be
reached without
sticking to the
original plan.

Performance

Performance can also be reached without sticking to the original The spirit of the plan
plan. If a strategic plan is performing well, it is irrespective of was adopted.
whether or not outcomes correspond with the plan (Mastop &
Faludi, 1997).
The central question in these performance measurements is
whether the spirit of the plan was actually adopted and whether it
led to better operational decisions and subsequent
implementation, due to accepting physical outcomes to diverge
from the initially projected situation (Koomen et al., 2008).

It led to better
operational decisions
and subsequent
implementation.

This because throughout a plan its implementation, new
information will occur that is typically of higher value than the
information at the start of the project (Faludi, 2000; Faludi & Altes,
1994; Koomen et al., 2008; Mastop, 1997).

New information is
used to improve and
change the
implementation.

Conformance

The conformance approach defines success in terms of the degree Decisions precisely
to which permit review decisions precisely conform to the specific conform to the
policies of plans (Alexander & Faludi, 1989)
specific policies of
plans.
Such goals can be whether the policies in the structural outline The goals of the
scheme had found their way into the plans and programmes of policy find their way
provinces and municipalities (a measure of conformance) (Mastop into the plans and
& Faludi, 1997)
programmes.

13

Correspondence in form, manner, or character, action in Correspondence in:
accordance with some specified standard or authority, a state of form, manner,
things being similar, or identical (Janin Rivolin, 2008).
character and action.

Performativity

Examines how bodies of text and talk are produced, circulated and Examines how bodies
consumed (Grant, 2004; Hardy, 2001; Phillips & Hardy, 2002; of text and talk are
produced, circulated
Spicer et al., 2009)
and consumed.
Within these stages of decision making performativity is situated, Find where language,
where language, power relations and discourses, social institutions power relations,
exist and intersect (Jackson, 2004).
social institutions
exist and intersect.
Researchers have argued that Austin his work points out that Performativities
many models of management could be considered to be provide a form of
performativities that are a form of action in and of themselves action in and of
themselves.
(Sturdy & Fleming, 2003).
Performativity is the power of language to effect change in the Where language has
world: language does not simply describe the world but may the power to effect
instead (or also) function as a form of social action (Cavanaugh, change in the world
2017).
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2.2. The main themes of the Floods Directive
To structure and guide the research, the Floods Directive was divided into seven main themes. These
themes were established by researching the Directive itself along with a literature research. Relevant
literature showed which themes of the Directive were important and interesting to research. These
themes will provide the main topics on which the analysis of the implementation of the Directive were
done. The selected main themes of the Directive are: Influence of Directive on policy, Flood risk
management approach, Collaboration in flood risk management, Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk
management plans approach, Scenario approach, Public involvement and Feedback in the Directive.
These seven main themes are described the following sub paragraphs.

2.2.1. Influence of Directive on policy
The Directive was established to have a positive effect on flood management in the Member States.
To do so, the Directive should affect the policies and implementations in those countries. This theme
includes how policy has developed on each policy level. This theme is about general policy changes
that are not specific enough to be classified in the other, more specific themes. One of the main
influences on policy is the implementation of the flood Directive itself. This theme describes how policy
of a member state changed due to the implementation of the Directive. The management of flood
should be determined by the Member States themselves because it should be based on local and
regional circumstances. While the member state is responsible for establishing policy for flood risk
management it is also responsible to implement the Directive. The Directive prescribes approaches
and definitions, such as the definition of flood: “Flood means the temporary covering by water of land
not normally covered by water. This shall include floods from rivers, mountain torrents, Mediterranean
ephemeral water courses, and floods from the sea in coastal areas, and may exclude floods from
sewerage systems” (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 29). This theme analyses how the Directive
influenced policy, when it did not change policy and why.

2.2.2. Flood risk management approach
The flood risk management approach is a mandatory part of the Directive: “The flood risk management
plans shall address all aspects of flood risk management focusing on prevention, protection,
preparedness, including flood forecasts and early warning systems and taking into account the
characteristics of the particular river basin or sub-basin.” (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 31). The three
focus themes are described by European commission (COM, 2004) as:
Protection: taking measures, both structural and non-structural, to reduce the likelihood of floods
and/or the impact of floods in a specific location.
Prevention: preventing damage caused by floods by avoiding construction of houses and industries in
present and future flood-prone areas, by adapting future developments to the risk of flooding
and by promoting appropriate land-use, agricultural and forestry practices.
Preparedness: informing the population about flood risks and what to do in the event of a flood.
Including Emergency response (developing emergency response plans in the case of a flood),
Recovery (returning to normal conditions as soon as possible and mitigating both the social
and economic impacts on the affected population) and lessons learned.
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Protection against flood was often seen as the best option however, “flood protection is never
absolute, we will have to keep the unpredictability of nature in mind. The question regularly arises as
to what safety is available at what price, and how much of the remaining risk must be accepted by
society. Risk management will be the appropriate method to deal with this challenge” (EU Water
Directors, 2003). This protection “may also include the promotion of sustainable land use practices,
improvement of water retention as well as the controlled flooding of certain areas in the case of a flood
event” (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 31). This has crucial consequences for the allocation of land uses
since it requires balancing flood risk on a much more differentiated level (Hartmann et al., 2013). As
indicated by Hartmann and Spit (2016a) several questions can arise in response to this: should a
commercial area be inundated more often than a residential area, or vice versa? What is the right level
of protection for cultural heritage buildings or other public buildings? In flood-prone areas, preventive
measures should be taken to reduce the possible adverse effects of floods (EU Water Directors, 2003).
The flood risk management plans prescribe a broad flood risk management approach. This theme
shows to what extent and how this approach was implemented.
2.2.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
The Directive has two main themes on collaboration in flood risk management. These themes are
working at the level of (international) river basin and the solidarity principle. The Directive requires
Member States to make flood risk management plans on river basin level. When looking at the river
Rhine basin, all countries should work together to establish one overarching flood risk management
plan. “Member States shall ensure coordination with the aim of producing one single international
flood risk management plan, or a set of flood risk management plans coordinated at the level of the
international river basin district” (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 32). The plans must be coordinated on
the level of river basin districts across administrative and national boundaries (Hartmann & Spit,
2016b). The Directive claims that measures to reduce these risks should, as far as possible, be
coordinated throughout a river basin if they are to be effective (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). Smith et
al., (2015) agrees that it is logical to take a river basin or catchment as spatial unit for analysis, planning
and management of land and water. Water management on catchment level has become a global
phenomenon (Benson, Jordan, & Smith, 2013). This theme provides insight in whether and to which
extent Member States are working together in the Rhine catchment.
The solidarity principle is prescribed by the Directive in article 7 (4) of the Directive EU (2007/60/EC,
p.31): “in the interests of solidarity, flood risk management plans established in one Member State shall
not include measures which, by their extent and impact, significantly increase flood risks upstream or
downstream of other countries in the same river basin or sub-basin, unless these measures have been
coordinated and an agreed solution has been found among the Member States concerned.” Through
stimulating more collaboration, the Directive prevents the creation of problems between member
states. Member States should be encouraged to seek “a fair sharing of responsibilities, when measures
are jointly decided for the common benefit, as regards flood risk management along water courses”
(Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 28). This theme shows where states work together in managing flood
risk or even share financial responsibility for a measure influencing both countries. Member States
shall also “ensure that exchange of relevant information takes place between the competent
authorities concerned” (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC, p. 30). Collaboration will be needed to ensure water
management is executed at a catchment scale. It “will require appropriate and effective multi-agency
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and multi-level governance arrangements” (Smith et al., 2015). The extend of implementation of
collaboration and solidarity on a river basin scale is described in this theme of the Floods Directive.

2.2.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
The Directive requires Member States to work with a three-step programme consisting of: risk
assessment, flood risk maps and establishing flood risk management plans (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC,
p. 30). When an area in the risk assessment is identified as having a significant risk of flooding, flood
risk maps must be established. In these maps, a scenario approach must be used. This approach will
be explained in the next paragraph. The maps must show the number of inhabitants potentially at risk,
the economic activity and the potential environmental damage. Based on these maps Member States
will establish flood risk management plans (frmp). Flood risk management plans shall take into
account: costs and benefits, flood extent, flood conveyance routes, areas which have the potential to
retain flood water such as natural floodplains, the environmental objectives of the water Framework
Directive, soil and water management, spatial planning, land use, nature conservation, navigation and
port infrastructure (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). The flood risk management plan must be completed
and published in December 2015 (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). In this theme, the establishment of these
products as well as the products themselves were analysed.

2.2.5. Scenario approach
The Directive prescribes that the maps, which form the basis of the flood risk management plans, shall
cover the geographical areas which could be flooded. The maps must be established by using the
scenario approach. This approach consists of the following three scenarios (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC):
1. Floods with a low probability, or extreme event scenarios.
2. Floods with a medium probability, return period of once in a hundred years.
3. Floods with a high probability, where appropriate.
The second scenario has a fixed return period, the other return periods must be selected by the
member state. This approach ensures that different scenarios will be taken into consideration instead
of just one design level (Patt & Jüpner, 2013). Member States shall ensure that the flood risk maps will
visualize these different inundation scenarios. With the scenario based flood maps, spatial planners
get various flood scenarios with different water levels, probabilities and consequences (Hartmann &
Spit, 2016a). These different scenarios lead to differentiated flood protection levels on a catchment
basis (Hartmann & Spit, 2016b). This requires thinking beyond a fixed protection and therefore design
level. It is necessary for the responsible authorities to include the overtopping (or failure) of a flood
protection structure in their general approach. Since two scenarios are not fixed by the European
commission, the use of this scenario approach can differ. This theme describes how the scenario
approach was implemented and how this approach is reviewed.

2.2.6. Public involvement
The Directive obligates Member States to make the preliminary flood risk assessment, the flood hazard
maps, the flood risk maps and the flood risk management plans (frmp) accessible to the public
(Directive EU 2007/60/EC). Part of the frmp should be a summary of the public information and
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consultation measures and actions taken to inform and involve the public (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC).
This indicates that public involvement and consultation is stimulated by the European Commission.
The Directive gets involved in the participatory aspects of flood risk management: it encourages
Member States to actively involve interested parties in the production, review and updating of the
flood risk management plans (Directive EU, 2007/60/EC). This theme describes the extend of public
involvement in flood risk management policy and whether this was enhanced or not by the
implementation of the Directive.

2.2.7. Feedback in the Directive
In the Directive, there are fixed deadlines for when Member States must hand in certain aspects of the
Directive. The Directive requires Member States to first carry out a preliminary assessment by 2011,
draw up flood risk maps by 2013 and establish flood risk management plans by 2015. As shown in
Figure 1, these steps need to be reviewed every 6 years in a cycle coordinated and synchronised with
the Water Framework Directive (WFD) (European Commission, 2017). The implementation of this sixyear cycle, as well as an evaluation of this cycle, is part of this theme. The European commission will
provide feedback to the Member States, the precise dates of this feedback are not set in the Directive.
In 2015 the European commission reviewed the flood risk maps and published the results in 2016 (EC,
2016). The feedback can also come from the implementers of the Directive, when feedback is given on
the Directive this will also be part of this theme.
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2.3. Case selection
It would be very interesting to research the implementation of the Floods Directive in all Member
States. Due to time constrains and the need for focus in scientific research, a specific area was selected.
The Directive is implemented with a focus on (international-) river basins. To integrate this
international basin aspect into the research, the international river Rhine basin was selected. In the
river basin, the counties Germany and the Netherlands were selected. To research the differences in
implementation while having similar conditions and to select an area with international collaboration
between countries a specific focus, an area on the border was selected.

2.3.1. The river Rhine basin
The Rhine originates in the Alps and flows 1,320 km north
through Switzerland, Germany, France and the
Netherlands. The catchment of the Rhine is over 170,000
square kilometre (Marney, 2008). The Rhine basin is
divided into nine mostly international sub-basins (Figure
3). The smaller rivers that merge into the Rhine, for
example the Lippe and the Emscher are part of the Rhine
basin. The Lower Rhine (Nederrijn and Delta Rhine) is
characterized by abundant industry and a high population
density. Measures forced the Lower Rhine into a fixed river
bed, the often retracted dykes provide some room to the
river. The most important ports in this river section are
Cologne, Düsseldorf, Neuss and Duisburg (ICPR, 2017). In
Lobith, on the border between the Netherlands and
Germany, the Rhine branches off into three main rivers
namely the Rijn (Nederrijn), Waal and the IJssel (ICPR, Figure 3. Map of sub- basins of the river Rhine
(ICPR, 2017)
2017).
Large rivers like the Rhine have a history of floods, recently in February 1995, there was a major flood.
Large areas of the Low Countries were inundated and floods threatened many major towns. The Rhine
and its tributaries burst their banks in France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany (Barcelona Field
Studies Centre, 2017). Since this flood in 1995 the countries of the Rhine basin have jointly worked on
reducing the potential damage a flood could cause. The countries and the International Commission
for Protection of the Rhine (ICPR) established the Action Plan on Floods (ICPR, 2017).

2.3.2. Focus on three scales
The research about the implications of the Floods Directive will be done on three scales: the
international, national and local scale. In this paragraph, the main actors in flood risk management of
the selected case at each of these scales will be introduced.
The international scale consists of the European commission, the ICPR and international collaboration
between Member States. The Directive was proposed by the European Commission (EC) and the
commission will review the implementation and the delivered reports. The EC is therefore an
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important actor when researching the Floods Directive. The countries in the river Rhine basin
established the International Commission for Protection of the Rhine (ICPR) in 1950. It was established
in order to analyse the pollution of the Rhine, recommend water protection measures, harmonize
monitoring and analysis methods and to exchange monitoring data (ICPR, 2017). Since its
establishment the ICPR had a focus on water quality however, this changed after two disastrous floods
occurring in 1993 and 1995. The Ministers in charge of environment entrusted the river commissions
for the Rhine with the responsibility to establish an Action Plan on Floods. The plan was signed in 1998
and aimed to improve flood protection and enhance the floodplains of the Rhine by 2020 (ICPR, 2017).
The role of this well-established international river commission in the implementation of the Directive
was researched. This since cross-border cooperation is required by the Directive and it is often
recommended for optimisation of river management (Janssen, 2008). The international and the ‘on
catchment basis’ cooperation between Member States is very important in the Directive. The
cooperation between countries is also part of the international scale. When the selected countries
provide information about international collaboration on any level this will be categorized in the
international scale.
To research the differences in implementation of the Directive between countries, two countries were
researched. The Netherlands and Germany were selected due to their geographic location
(accessibility), information availability and the spoken language. The role the Netherlands played in
proposing and establishing the Directive makes a research in this country even more insightful. In the
Netherlands, the main contributors in flood risk management on the national level are the national
ministries like the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water management (IenW), the institute
Rijkswaterstaat (RWS) and the national bodies or unions of the water boards, municipalities and safety
regions. RWS (freely translate the National Water Authority) is in charge of the maintenance and
management of the large freshwater bodies and major shipping routes (Janssen, 2008). In Germany,
the main contributors on the national scale are the federal states with their ministries. In Germany,
the Bundesländer will be considered as national scale because, at the national state level the authority
of the concerning ministries, namely the Ministry of Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and
Nuclear Safety and the Ministry of Transport, Building and Housing, is limited due to the federal state
structure. “The German lands (Bundesländer) have more freedom how to manage fresh water within
their jurisdictional area” (Janssen, 2008, p. 350). Due to this high level of authority and decisive
influence, the Bundesländer will be representing the ‘national scale’.
Since the collaboration between countries is important the border areas are selected for this research.
Therefore, the Bundesländ Nordrhein-Westfalen and the province of Gelderland were selected. In the
Netherlands, the main local scale actors on flood management include, the province of Gelderland,
water boards Rivierenland and Rijn en IJssel, Safety region Gelderland midden and the municipalities
Arnhem and Nijmegen. In water management, the water boards are the most important authorities.
However, “over the past decades problems are exceeding the water-board scale, and cooperation
between the central Rijkswaterstaat, the regional water boards and other administrative institutions
such as the communities and provinces has become common practice” (Janssen, 2008, p. 350). The
researched collaborators at local level in Germany include the Emschergenossenschaft und
Lippeverband and the Bezirksregierung Münster. In North Rhine-Westphalia water cooperatives
(Genossenschaften) are public bodies in which not only regional and local authorities are represented,
but also representatives from the local private sector. “These bodies are, in many respects, similar to
the Dutch Water Boards” (Hartmann & Spit, 2016a, p. 369).
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2.4. Conceptual framework
In this research three different subjects are combined namely, policy scales, seven main themes of the
Directive and the three theoretical lenses. In paragraph 2.3 the case selection is described with the
different scales relevant for this research. Paragraph 2.2 describes the main themes from the Directive
and paragraph 2.1 explains the three theoretical lenses. Figure 4 shows a conceptual framework
describing how the three subjects are linked. This research is focused on the points were these three
subjects intersect. At these intersections, the implementation of the Directive is analysed with the
input form the interviews. For example: an interviewee provides input about the theme ‘influence of
the Directive on policy’ on the ‘international scale’ and the input is related to the theoretical lens of
Conformance. By analysing these intersecting points the implementation of the Directive is analysed
on the different policy scales linked to the different themes of the Directive while relating the input to
the theoretical concepts.

Figure 4 Conceptual framework of the three subjects: scale, theme and theory
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2.5. Research Questions
The following (sub) research questions were derived from the research objective in combination with
the main themes of the Floods Directive, and established with the theoretical lenses and selected case.
Main research question
• How is the EU Floods Directive implemented into policy on the international, national and local
scale in the selected part of the river Rhine viewed through the theoretical lenses of
conformance, performance and performativity?
Sub research questions
• Did each policy scale conform its policy to the legislations of the Floods Directive?
• What aspects of flood risk management policy at each scale are based on the concept of
performance?
• Wat is the role of performativity in the implementation process of the Floods Directive and
how does it influence the implementation?
• What are the differences in implementation of the Floods Directive between the Netherlands
and Germany and on the different policy scales?
• Are the theoretical lenses of conformance, performance and performativity suitable to analyse
the implementation on the Floods Directive?

2.6. Research framework
The research framework shown in Figure 5 forms the basis of the research done on the policy network
with the concepts of conformance, performance and performativity. This framework provides an
overview of different scales, where they influence each other and where conformance and or
performance is analysed. The initiation of the Directive is shown at the top the cyclic process. The EC
establishes a proposal that is reviewed among the Member States who can assert influence on what
they want to change or what they disagree with. After a few cycles, the Floods Directive was
established signed and put into action. In figure 5 the colour green marks the different scale levels. The
international collaboration between the national and local scale in the Netherlands and the national
and local scale Germany is also on the international scale. The Floods Directive has a direct influence
on the national scale of Germany and the Netherlands. As described in paragraph 2.3.2 the Bundesländ
NRW is part of national scale. At the national scale: policies, laws and regulations on flood risk
management are made. These policies and products affect the local scales that in turn make their own
policies. At the local scale, physical measures will be implemented. The relations between the different
scales are shown top down because it is assumed that the European Directive will be implemented top
down. In the middle of figure 5 different policies and products are linked. At these links, the
conformance and or performance will be studied, for example to what extend are the policies of the
national ministry of the Netherlands conform to the Floods Directive. And when they are not conform,
are they still performing. In figure 5 the policies and products are also linked to the organisations on
the different scales. This indicates that this research will describe whether the policies are conform to
the ideas and policies of other organisations. How policy makers reflect on the conformance and or
performance of these policies and products. The performativity will mostly be studied around each
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policy and product. It will then become apparent then how implementations are written down and
how they are interpreted. A thorough study on the implementation of the Floods Directive and a more
in depth and detailed inquiry into the policy network in which the Directive is implemented is needed.
Therefore, a more in detailed description of this policy network established with the results of this
research is presented in paragraph 4.1.

Figure 5 Research framework showing organizational structure that will be researched
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3.

Methods

To research the implementation of the Floods Directive, the implementation at all layers in the ‘policy
game’ must be explored. Driessen (1997) demonstrates that policies for land use and for rural land
development are made in at least three policy games. They may be differentiated as macrogame,
mesogame, and microgame. They are closely interlinked policy games at the international, national,
and local level, where each level influences the others. Although one might expect otherwise, these
three policy games can coincide and more often than not demonstrate important changes in objectives
(Driessen, 1997). An in-depth study consisting of two data collection methods is used, a literature
analysis will be supplemented by semi structured interviews. Paragraph 3.3.1 will describe the method
used to analyse the data.

3.1. Literature analysis
The Directive is a leading factor in this thesis, hence the first step is analysing the Floods Directive. This
in order to find the different kinds of statements that it contains and the target groups to whom they
are addressed (Mastop & Faludi, 1997). Several important focus points were selected from the
Directive to categorize and navigate the research. The literature published about the Floods Directive
was read and will be used as the basis for the next step in the research. This next step is the interviews
with the people who work on the implementation, described in paragraph 3.2. The literature will also
be used as complementary information source. Policy documents will reveal how things are written
down in the policy game. The analysis of these policy documents will provide insight in the
conformance, performance and performativity in the implementation of the Directive. To get a more
in-depth view of how the Directive is implemented personal views of the people working on the
implementation of the Directive is needed. To gain such input semi structured interviews with these
professionals will be conducted.

24

3.2. Semi structured interviews
The interviews with the experts are semi structured, following the basic characteristics from Cohen
and Crabtree (2006). The interviewer and respondents engage in a formal interview that preferably
takes place in person. The interviews will be conducted by the author with one to maximal three
interviewees at a time. The language that will be used during the interview depends on the preference
of the interviewee and can be: Dutch, English or German. With permission of the interviewee all
interviews were recorded to enhance a personal and attentive atmosphere during the interview. Each
interview starts with a small introduction of the research, explaining what the research is about and
why the input of the interviewee is important. As preparation for each interview an interview guide
was made, this is a list of premade questions that need to be covered during the conversation. An
example of this interview guide is shown in annex B. The questions are based on the topics of the
Floods Directive and other literature, the questions are modified to suit the expert that is interviewed.
More in depth, further explaining or interpretive questions can be added whenever appropriate. The
seven main themes explained in paragraph 2.2 will be leading in the interviews. At the end of each
interview the interviewee will be asked if he or she agrees that the information from the interview will
be used with anonymous quotations. In this thesis, these quotations will be linked to codes that are
based on the function or work field of the interviewee. This function description is made in consultation
with the interviewee. To provide opportunities for other interviews the snowball method was used.
Interviewees were asked to provide contact information of other people working on the
implementation of the Floods Directive. To be able to use the information from the interviews, the
records of the interviews will be transcribed using intelligent verbatim transcription. Intelligent
verbatim transcription was used only if a word or short phrase distracted from being able to
understand a thought. Deviating from verbatim transcription to intelligent verbatim transcription
means: “to modify expressions such as ‘‘um’’ when overused, obvious grammatical errors, and very
rarely inarticulate phrases as the interviewee verbally struggled to express a thought” (Herrington,
Bancroft, Edwards, & Schairer, 2016). The transcripts of the interviews will be in the language the
interview itself was done in. When the interviews are used in this thesis they will be translated to
English. When an interviewee is quoted “” quotation marks and italic will be used. When the sentences
are cut, reshaped or summarized the source will be behind this text and no quotation marks nor italic
will be used.
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3.2.1. Overview of interviews
Table 1 provides an overview of the 18 interviews with 21 interviewees that were conducted for this
research. The table shows the different scales that are studied, at each scale multiple interviews were
held. Since “different actors have different goals and interests, they might judge the strategic plans
differently” (Mastop & Needham, 1997). Therefore at least two actors were interviewed at each scale.
The second column shows the organization where the interviewee works. In the last column, the codes
that will be used to quote the source of that interview are shown. In annex A, a table is provided with
additional information with: a brief description of the field of work of the interviewee, the
characteristics of the interview and the date on which the interviews were held.
Table 2 Overview of interviews done in this research

Scale

Organization

Quote code

International

European Commission
International Commission for Protection of the Rhine (ICPR)
Secondment at European Commission
Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment (I&M)
Secondment at Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment
Union of Water Boards
Rijkswaterstaat
Rijkswaterstaat
Province Gelderland
Water board Rivierenland
Water board Rivierenland
Water Board Rijn & IJssel
Safety region Gelderland Midden
Safety region Gelderland Midden
Municipality Nijmegen
Municipality of Arnhem
Ministry of Environment (MULNV) Nordrhein-Westfalen
Ministry of Environment (MULNV) Nordrhein-Westfalen
Ministry of Environment (MULNV) Nordrhein-Westfalen
Bezirksregierung Münster
Emscher Genossenschaft & Lippeverband

PWEU
ICPR
SEUNL
MIENL
SMIENL
UWNL
RWSNL1
RWSNL2
PGNL
WBRNL1
WBRNL2
WBRIJNL
SGMNL1
SGMNL2
MNNL
MANL
MENWDE1
MENWDE2
MENWDE3
BMDE
ELDE

National
Netherlands

Local Netherlands

National Germany

Local Germany

3.3. Data analyses
The transcripts of the interviews will be analysed using atlas TI (ATLAS.ti, 2018). This programme codes
sections of text with a fitting code. These codes are based on the analysis done in this research. By
coding the interviews, the transcripts can be analysed and used as quotes in this thesis. These quotes
will be shown italic and with quotation marks, they will be adapted minimally to fit into the text of this
thesis. Adaption will happen with caution to not alter the intended meaning of said quotes. When only
the input of an interview is used without using the actual quote there will be a reference code on the
end while no quotation marks are used. The first groups of codes will be shown in the conceptual
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theoretical model that is based on the theoretical framework. The other groups of codes will be based
on the main points of the Floods Directive and on the policy scale. A table showing an overview of the
codes and their groups used in Atlas TI is provided in annex C. The information from an interview that
is applicable for data analysis is selected and the code is attached to this part of the text. It is possible
to attach multiple codes to one part of text. For example, a quote of an interview might be about:
collaboration at an international level and this collaboration is in conformance with the Directive. For
this part of the interview three codes will be attached: the international scale, the theme collaboration
and the theoretical lens of conformance.

3.3.1. Data analysis framework
When a part of the interview is deemed relevant for the research it will be linked to the relevant codes.
Each relevant part of an interview will be linked to: a theme in the Directive, one of the implementation
scales and to one of the theoretical lenses. A lot of these quotes will therefore have at least three
codes. The results of this analysis will be shown in chapters four and five. In paragraph 4.1. the data
from the background and data of the theme ‘influence in policy’ combined with the scale level will be
used to provide more information on the Policy network. This will be done in text and in a schematic
overview. Then there will be a description at each scale level for each theme in the Directive. At each
theme, the implementation of the Directive and the relations of these implementations with
conformance and performance will be shown. For example, it will start by describing the influence on
policy the Directive had on the international level and how conformance and performance based this
implementation was. The last part of the description at each scale will be about the performativity that
was found at this scale. Table 3 provides an overview of the researched combinations. It shows how
the implementation of a theme of the Directive is related to scale and then to the conformance and
performance narrative.
In paragraph 1.5.2 the focus on three scales, international, national and local is introduced namely the.
Since this research is focused on the implementation of the Directive in the Netherlands and Germany
the national and local scale are divided into a local and a national scale for each country. By grouping
the data in these different scales, the data can be analysed at each level where the Directive is
implemented into policy. This provides the opportunity to analyse and compare the implementation
in and between the countries.
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These seven main themes that were selected from the Directive will establish the second group of
codes in which the data will be analysed. By grouping the data according to main themes in the
Directive, the data can be analysed and compared on the implementation at each of these themes.
Table 3. Overview of the research structure by theme and scale related to conformance, performance and performativity

Theme

International
***

***

***
***
***

Local GE
***

***

***

***
***
***
***
***

***
***

Performativity

***
***
***

***

Local NL
***

Performativity

***

***

Performativity

***

Scale
National GE
***
***

Performativity

Performativity

Influence of Directive on
policy
Flood risk management
***
approach
Collaboration in flood risk
***
management
Risk assessment, Maps,
***
Flood risk management
plans approach
Scenario approach
***
Public involvement
***
Feedback in the Directive
***
*** = Conformance and Performance analysis

National NL
***

***
***
***

At the end of each chapter an overview will be provided for each scale with the quantitative data
related to the conformance and performance at each theme. This will be done in a radar chart showing
the relative percentages of the conformance versus performance. Thereafter a table is presented with
the amount of these connections. These data sets are based on the number of times that a part of
interview is tagged with that scale + theme + performance/conformance. This will show how many
times people spoke about that topic at that scale and provided information related to conformance or
performance. It does not show how long or how important this part of input was, the actual input of
the interviewees is described in the parts prior to these overviews.
In the discussion, the results derived from the research depicted in table 3 will be reviewed, related to
each other and analysed. This analysis will be between themes and across scales, for example: public
involvement done at the local scale in the Netherlands will be analysed, related to the public
involvement at the national level in the Netherlands. Thereafter it will also be compared to the
implementation at the local scale in Germany. Through this analysis the conformance and performance
aspects of the implementation will be discussed.
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4.

Results

In this chapter, a summary of the results that were collected in the interviews will be shown. First the
policy network will be described and explained. Thereafter the data is structured as described in
paragraph 3.3.1 and Table 3. The results will be presented in five main paragraphs with the different
scale levels (4.2 tm 4.6). For each scale, the input of the seven main themes of the Directive are
presented in sub paragraphs per theme. The data at the international level is not necessarily provided
in an interview of a person in the international field of work, all interviewees can provide input for
each scale level. At the end of each sub paragraph a table will be presented to analyse the statistical
input on performance and conformance at this topic. It will show the number of quotes linked to this
topic, on the assigned scale while related to performance and or conformance and how many
interviewees these quotes are from. This information is briefly reviewed and described to provide extra
illustrative insights. At the end of the paragraph per scale an overview of the conformance and
performance per theme is provided. This overview provides insights by in the differentiation in
conformance and performance at the main themes on this scale. The overview graphs show the ratio
between conformance performance on that scale for that theme. This was done to support insights in
the conformance performance ratio between the themes at that scale. To make the values comparable
the ratio is shown in a percentage, for example: the interviewees provide 8 conformance and 2
performance related input the ratio is 80- to 20 percent.

4.1. Policy network
To research the implementation of the Floods Directive, first the policy network in which it ought to
be implemented must be clear. The different policy scales, how they interact, who works together with
who and who influences who. This section shows how the different stakeholders in the policy network
are connected. Each policy level is introduced with its main stakeholders and with the connections
each stakeholder has with other stakeholders in the policy network. At the end, a framework is shown
in Figure 6 to provide an overview of the policy network in which the Floods Directive is implemented.

4.1.1. International scale
On the international scale, there are multiple stakeholders working on the implementation of the
Floods Directive. Almost all interviewees had something to say about the international scale of the
implementation of the Floods Directive. However, for the policy network, it is more about the links
between stakeholders in the flood risk management. The people working in international
organisations, as well as when people are working with people or organisations from other countries
are reviewed as being on the international scale.
The Floods Directive was proposed and established by the European Commission (European
Commission, 2017). The interviewee at the EC was the water policy officer in the European
commission. “I work in the water unit, one of the two water units. The other water unit is more
industrial, like water supply and sewerage, whereas we are more on the fresh water side. We work with
the water framework Directive and the Floods Directive and the ground water Directive” (PWEU). The
European commission has a two-sided role, “on the one hand to make sure that the Member States
implement the Directive and on the other hand to coordinate and facilitate this implementation”
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(PWEU). In the policy network, the European commission has direct contact with all the Member
States. They also have a connection with the public since they publish all the national assessments
(PWEU). There are no direct links with the local implementation scale: “We cannot go to this level, we
do not have the resources to go down to the lander level in Germany for example. Or look at the various
provinces in the Netherlands, we cannot afford to do that. We are not supposed to be doing this,
because of the subsidiarity principle, the closer you go to the ground, the more it is the member state
taking over. The commission at the European level is not supposed to be doing things that are better
done at the local level that is the subsidiarity principle. Subsidiarity is one of the basic principles where
the EU is built upon” (PWEU). It is not only the European Union leading, currently the commission is
co-chairing the working group on floods together with Austria and Sweden as well (March 2017,
PWEU). The Working Group on Floods is established to support the implementation of the Directive.
This working group is expected to focus on three pillars (European Commission, 2017):
• Floods Directive Implementation: Development of reporting formats
• Water Framework Directive: towards joint implementation with the Floods Directive
• Flood risk management information exchange
At European Commission, there are full-time employees and people from the Member States who are
seconded at the EC. They have knowledge about a certain dossier and work on that dossier with the
EC. These people will not work for or in the interest from the country they previously worked for
(SEUNL). For example, one of the interviewees “became part of the European commission so to say”
(SEUNL). “That is a very important change of function and perception. I was the END expert national
detache from the Netherlands, my function there was the preparation and writing of the proposal of
the Directive” (SEUNL). The Netherlands and France were the initiators of the Directive. “We as the
Netherlands had some things on this issue we ought to be important. Although we had some influence
the establishment of the Directive is an interplay between the commission and what the Member States
want” (RWSNL1). The proposal was discussed and reviewed by the Member States in a circular process
(SEUNL).
There has been transboundary cooperation regarding the Rhine since the International Commission
for the Protection of the Rhine (ICPR) was founded in 1950. At first international cooperation on water
quality was the focus of ICPR work, since 1995 flood protection has been added to the ICPRs work.
(ICPR, 2015) An interviewee works at the ICPR as “a scientific assistant in charge of the working group
floods and its expert groups. So, within the ICPR we have different working groups, working group
floods, working group water quality and ecology. I oversee the flood group, under this working group
there are several expert groups” (ICPR). This working group ‘floods’ is a different working group then
the working group of the EC. The Rhine working group “constitute of national delegates coming from
national administrations related to water management or directly flood management. So, for example
for the Netherlands, we have in the working group floods, representatives of the ministry of
infrastructure and environment, but also Rijkswaterstaat. So, we have the experts and the national
delegates or their representatives coming to the meetings here a few times per year, here in Koblenz”
(ICPR). Although the ICPR is an organization working on an international scale, it tries to connect with
the public by spreading information on the internet along with conferences and so forth (ICPR).
People working at national or local scale can engage in the international scale of the policy network by
working with the national or local stakeholders from another country. In this research, this will be
mainly about the collaboration between stakeholders from the Netherlands and Germany. “At
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workgroup level, the input from Germany will generally be the people of the federal states and experts
in the field. In the higher levels of the river commission you meet with people from the federal state
and often there is a representative of the involved federal states. However, the real work is done in the
working groups” (RWSNL1). One interviewee works at RWS in the field of transboundary flood
protection. “We as RWS work together in one group with the ministry of Nordrhein-Westfalen and the
water boards of Rijn en IJssel and Rivierenland” (RWSNL2). Within these working groups there are often
expert groups involved, these groups are not bound to the interests of a country. These groups consist
of experts on the discussed fields, often from the involved countries (RWSNL1).

4.1.2. National Netherlands
In the Netherlands there are three kinds of generic administrative bodies: the state, the provinces and
the municipalities (Kaufmann, Van Doorn-Hoekveld, Gilissen, & Van Rijswick, 2016). The core of flood
risk management at the ministry of IenM (now IenW) is a group of policy makers together with RWS
(MIENL). “I was one of the policy makers, where real policy is made with its political processes, also
towards the second chamber and other parties” (MIENL1). The ministry works with the European
Commission and is represented in the working groups of the ICPR. Furthermore, the ministry works
together with all relevant national partners. The Netherlands is characterised by functional
decentralisation. This means that specific responsibilities are transferred from central government to
specific administrative bodies which are especially created to fulfil these responsibilities (Vermeulen,
Kummeling, & Widdershoven, 2012).
Rijkswaterstaat can be seen as a national water board, “it is part of the ministry and has two main
roles. The first role is as executive body for prescribed projects and as river/water board of the main
rivers. The second role is working for the ministry as policy adviser and policy executioner” (MIENL2).
In the first role of RWS there is also a dichotomy, “there is national service where I work and there are
the regional services who are situated in the region and manage on a more operational basis”
(RWSNL1). “We are working on water safety in the Netherlands however, I also participate in
international meetings in commissions of the Rhine and the Maas” (WSNL1). The water boards in the
Netherlands are working on a local scale. All water boards together chose a national board with its
own national administration, the Union of water boards (Unie van Waterschappen). The Union cannot
obligate the local water boards to implement something, they are more in service to the water boards.
“I try to establish one voice from all water boards, then I meet and debate with the ministry. In that
meetings, there are also colleagues from RWS and the overarching unions” (UWNL). “I am the contact
person for the water boards regarding flood risk management, so I want to know about their findings
and what they want or want to know” (UWNL). “In this national working group there is the ministry,
the provinces via the IPO, the water boards via their Union, the municipalities are represented via their
association and the safety regions also have their representatives” (MIENL2). All these overarching
organizations “have contact with the individual provinces or water boards. The safety regions also have
representation however, they have a somewhat looser organized so having one line of reasoning is
sometimes a bit more difficult” (MIENL1).
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4.1.3. National Germany
Germany is a federal, democratic republic comprised of sixteen states (Länder or Laender). Power is
distributed between the federal (Bundesregierung) and state governments (Bundesministerium) (Rao,
2017). The federal government has an advising work group for water issues namely the LAWA
(Bund/Länder-Arbeitsgemeinschaft Wasser). They advise the government by formulating solutions and
to put forward recommendations for implementation (LAWA, 2017).The federal state has established
the water law (Wasserhaushaltsgesetz). The Bundesländer must implement this law: “We write how it
should be implemented” (MENWDE2).
The individual federal states are responsible for implementing the Directive in the Federal Republic of
Germany (Johann & Leismann, 2013). “I work at the Ministry of the Environment, responsible for the
flood protection, and for the implementation of the flood risk management Directive in North RhineWestphalia” (MENWDE1). With the implementation of the Floods Directive the ministry of North
Rhine-Westphalia (NRW) works with the national ministry however, they must transfer the policy to
the local level. “In NRW we work with five Bezirksregierungen (district governments) and multiple
Wasserverbände (water boards) however, not all German states have this policy structure”
(MENWDE3). Our ministry must fill the reporting sheets and send them to the Bundesanstalt für
Gewässerkunde (BFG) in Koblenz. They will collect information from all Bundesländer and establish
one national document to send to the EC (MENWDE2).

4.1.4. Local Netherlands
“If you would make a scheme of governance hierarchy then you have Europe with the Directive, the
national government with the water law and the national water plan, then the Provinces, then you
have us (the water board) and on the same line the Municipalities” (WBRNL1). The biggest
administrative body in the local scale is the province, for this research province of Gelderland. “I am a
flood safety policy advisor, I work on all fields that are relevant in the flood management field for the
province Gelderland. This ranges from the international work field, the German-Dutch cooperation
mostly with North Rhine-Westphalia to working on the flood protection within Gelderland” (PGNL).
In some municipalities, there are employees working on water safety issues, however, this is not their
only focus. The Municipalities that are researched are located next to the Rhine, therefore working on
water safety is of great importance. “I work as a policy advisor water and climate adaptation at the
municipality of Nijmegen. I work a lot with the water board on surface and ground water and spatial
planning” (MNNL). The water safety work at the municipality “coincides with public space and ecology,
they are interwoven. Aside from portable water the municipality are responsible for all the water issues,
although the permit responsibility lays at the water board the duty of care is at the municipality”
(MANL).
Local water boards are responsible for regional waters, such as canals and polder waterways. For
example, they protect the country from flooding and ensure that farmers have sufficient water for
their crops (Rijksoverheid, 2017). People in the water board work on local water safety: “I am a policy
advisor water and dykes, writing and elaborating policy for the water board” (WBRNL1). However, the
researched water boards, namely, Rijn en IJssel and Rivierenland are working internationally as well.
“I often represent the water board at consultations with the Union of water boards. In these contact
moments we often have contact with RWS and with the recent Dutch- German study, German parties”
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(WBRNL2). “I work on the water management plans for the water board. However, my other speciality
is cross-border cooperation mostly with German water managers” (WBRNL).
Safety regions are responsible for the fire services, organizing the emergency response and crisis
management including evacuations (Crisisweb.eu, 2017). “I advise about risk management, as in
before the crisis occurs. I work with the municipalities, province, RWS and all kinds of other
organizations related to risk” (SGMNL1). “the safety region Gelderland Midden is an informing
institution. We prepare on regional scale the crisis management and emergency response; a lot of the
work is informing and training officials and the public” (SGMNL2). The board of the safety region
consists of the mayors of the municipalities in the respective region. The moment a crisis concerns
more than one region, for example when a dyke breaks: then the decisive power scales up to the
provincial level or if the crisis is even bigger, to the national level (SGMNL1).

4.1.5. Local Germany
The ministry of environment of Nordrhein-Westfalen that is classified in the national scale has a larger
role focused on coordination. “The Ministry of environment provides instructions to the five
Bezirksregierungen in NRW about how to implement the Directive” (BMDE). These Bezirksregierungen
(district government) are a Nordrhein-Westfalen speciality, these are five areas, namely, Koln,
Dusseldorf, Munster, and Arnsberg and Detmold (ELDE). The district authorities have been declared
responsible for the implementation of the Directive as the regional authorities (Johann & Leismann,
2013). “The district government has different departments one is called: environmental protection and
occupational safety. Part of this department is a department for water management responsible for
the approval of water retention zones and other flood control measures for larger bodies of water”
(BMDE).
On a lower political level than the district government are the Kreise (district), Städte (cities)
Gemeinden (municipalities/communities) and Samtgemeinde (collective municipality) (Revolvy, 2017).
“In Nordrhein-Westfalen, we have these water boards in different other countries/ Bundesländer we
don’t have such water boards, it’s just managed by the Bundesländer himself, so it is a NordrheinWestfalen speciality” (ELDE). The water boards are “paid and therefore influenced by the municipalities
and the companies in the area, but also the municipalities” (ELDE). The water boards are called
“Verbände or Genossenschaften, like the Emschergenossenschaft this is a special water board, like the
big Dutch water boards” (MENWDE1). “The cities and municipalities are responsible for the
management of the small rivers and creek” (BMDE). “The bigger rivers namely the Ems, Lippe, Dinkel,
Berkel, Bocholter, IJssel and the Emscher” (BMDE) are governed in a collaboration between the Lander,
the district government, the districts, cities, municipalities and the water boards. This means that all
these stakeholders must work together in the policy network. “We have to discuss a lot, we get it on
but still we don’t have one partner, we have three partners. At the Lippeverband we have 44
municipalities we are talking with. So, communication is crucial for flood risk management, it is a crucial
thing” (ELDE).
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4.1.6. Overview of policy network

Figure 6. Overview of policynetwork of the Netherlands and Germany in which the the Floods Directive is implemented
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4.2. Results at the International scale
4.2.1. Influence of Directive on policy
The Floods Directive was established at this international level where the commission was encouraged
by the Member States to take the initiative to enhance flood risk management. This was prioritized
since “the floods in 2002 in the Danube and Elbe river, where there were big damages for billions of
euros, from there it was relatively straight foreword process for the Member States to require the
commission to take an initiative on flood risk management” (PWEU). Then the European commission
together with the Dutch state proposed to put it on the agenda during the Dutch chairmanship. The
Dutch wanted to show: “We think this is important, dear Member States let us look at steps we can
take. The commission saw the value of this plan to provide dry feet for all Member States and so it was
put on the agenda” (SEUNL). To provide input for this agenda point on a small group consisting of the
Netherlands, France, Germany, Hungary and the European Commission was formed to find and report
on ‘the best practices’ in flood risk management (SEUNL).
To make a proposal for the implementation of a policy, instrument had to be selected. “We arrived
pretty quickly at a Directive as the instrument. Although a Directive sounds like it is not a mandatory
instrument, this is a binding instrument” (SEUNL). After the instrument of the policy was selected the
content of the policy had to be drafted. The Member States said that “they did not want the Floods
Directive to be as detailed as the Water Framework Directive, it should be more goal oriented, we think
it is important that all Member States set goals regarding flood water safety” (SEUNL). Working in a
cyclical process that consisted of a continuous dialogue with the Member States, a proposal was
formulated. In this process, the European Commission held the pen so to say, they made the proposal
(SEUNL). After going through this cycle multiple times every time adapting and reshaping the proposal
“we ended up in 2006 with the Floods Directive, the Floods Directive is addressing a need for flood risk
reduction and flood risk management, in cooperation, in the European Union” (PWEU). The goal of the
European Union is that all 28 countries introduce flood risk management. “The Floods Directive has
given priority, to the river basin management approach. It has made clear that everyone, all corners in
the European Union need to apply the flood risk management approach, flood risk management not
flood protection approach, it is very different” (PWEU). The implementation of this Directive went
relatively fast, compared to other European Directives. This is partly due to the goal focused approach
of the Directive, it is different from the Water Framework Directive which prescribes what must be
done in a very detailed manner. This Directive was established to ensure that all Member States have
some policy on protection against flooding. To accomplish that the Directive prescribes several tools
for example the risk assessment, the maps and the flood risk management plans (SEUNL).
As described there was a clear need and there is still a clear need for flood risk management which is
coordinated on European level. After establishing the Floods Directive, it is important for European
commission that the Member States will also implement this into policy conform the Directive. The EC
has “to make sure that the Member States implement the Floods Directive as it is meant to be” (PWEU).
The European view on the implementation of the Directive is: “I think it is very positive” (PWEU). The
Directive must make sure the Member States implement measures that perform against coming flood
risks, especially considering that floods will happen more frequent and will be more intense in the
future (PWEU).
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Table 4 shows that the influence of the Directive on policy was mentioned 29 times by the interviewees
when talking about the international scale. Since the policy on the international level is the Directive
most input is about how the Directive came into being. The Directive is conform itself nevertheless on
this topic some aspects of performance were found. This performance is mostly related to the idea
that the Directive enhances the performance in flood risk management. Therefore, the establishment
of the Directive is more related to performance.
Table 4 Conformance and performance on the influence on policy at the international scale

Conformance

Performance

Number of quotations

18

11

Number of interviewees that provided input:

10

5

4.2.2. Flood risk management approach
Because of the Floods Directive “we are now speaking about flood risk management. This considers
prevention, preparedness, protection and crisis management together. This is like a shift in the minds
of the European countries I would say” (ICPR). It went from a very technical approach to a risk based
approach (ICPR). Flood risk management means protection, preparedness, awareness and better
environmental or spatial options so not only civil engineering. “It is so much more than only flood
protection” (PWEU). Conform the Directive this policy is well implemented on the international level
of the ICPR. All the work being done by the states or at the international level is based on these
categories or layers. The countries have constructed their work or adapted their management to these
three categories (ICPR). The countries are implementing the approach conform the Directive, ICPR
recognised that: “We are still struggling a bit with the definition of for example prevention. It is a bit
different in Germany than in France” (ICPR). The performance of the approach is: “good, it gives a
common structure for all the states. I would say the policy is used affectively, all the states are
implementing the three layers in the national plans and the national strategies so it is used very well”
(ICPR).
In the flood risk management approach, it is up to the Member States to determine what goals they
want, this is not decided at the European level because there are so many differences between
countries (SEUNL). The flood risk management approach should be used when the flood risks are
significant, Member States can decide what they use as a significant flood. “The Directive does not say
when a flood is significant. But the member state must come up, based on its own experience and
assessment, with what a significant flood is” (PWEU). While the commission is coordinating the
implementation of the flood risk management approach it is up to the countries to decide whether
they focus on protection, prevention or preparedness. They can limit the effects of a flood by
restricting building in flood prone areas, make zoning plans, or focus on crisis management (MIENL1).
For the Netherlands protection is still the most important thing, other countries have different
priorities, Protection is just a part of a package in those countries. Nevertheless, also in the Netherlands
“I see it is going into the direction that prevention and preparedness is also very important... I mean
the trend is going there. For me the layers are equally important” (ICPR). To perform well on
preparedness the countries should work together. They should share water level information,
communicate or preferably agree on when to evacuate and be able to work together when there is a
crisis (SGMNL2).
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On the international scale, all agree that the flood risk management approach is a good approach that
countries should implement conform the Directive. As described above and reflected in table 5 also
the performance of this approach is mentioned. This paragraph described that not all aspects of the
approach are implemented fully conform the Directive. This occurrence of conformance and
performance is also reflected in table 5.
Table 5 Conformance and performance on flood risk management approach at the international scale

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance

Performance

9
5

5
4

4.2.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
The Directive prescribes a river basin approach. Since the Rhine has an international river basin
collaboration between the nations is recommended in this case. The ICPR was founded in 1950 (ICPR)
and experience shows that where you have river commissions you have a better coordination and
collaboration (PWEU). Nevertheless, the Floods Directive is said to “facilitated the cooperation
between the Member States” (PWEU). This is also true for the collaboration between the Netherlands
and Germany where the “European Directives gave an impulse to cross-border alignment and exchange
of information” (WBRNL). This international collaboration is conform the Directive.
Another aspect of the Directive is the solidarity principle. This principle prescribes that it is not allowed
for a country to implement measures that create problems downstream (PWEU). The Netherlands is
situated at the mouth of the river so naturally this border crossing solidarity principle is very important
for the Netherlands. The collaboration can even go further when “the Netherlands co-invests in
measures in Germany, consequently providing that the Netherlands had to invest less” (SEUNL) in
measures in their own country. This impulse in collaboration between Germany and the Netherlands
resulted in “the ambition to establish a joint, management, spatial vision on border crossing dyke rings”
(PGNL). The dyke rings in Germany are now strengthened and maintained differently than in the
Netherlands, we know that this establishes a potential flood risk (WBRNL).
The Directive gave a positive impulse on this collaboration however, it also keeps a continued
commitment by making it compulsory to establish plans of a river basin level. It also influenced the
way of talking about flood management, “without the Directive we talked about flood, of course, and
our measurements, how we do it. But nowadays it is more defined, the topics are more defined, that is
much better” (ELDE).
As shown in table 6 there is a lot of input on collaboration on the international scale. All collaboration
within and with the European commission is considered international for the scope of this study.
Also, the collaboration with and established by in the ICPR is considered the international scale. The
focus of this research on the border area of two countries puts even more emphasis on international
collaboration. Since international collaboration itself is an aspect of the Directive a lot of this
collaboration is interpreted as being conform the Directive. Nevertheless, also some performance
related input was provided. This was mainly the case when: the collaboration did not perform, was
contra river basin approach or where the performance was more important than international
collaboration.
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Table 6 Conformance and performance on Collaboration at the international scale

Conformance
54
14

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
18
11

4.2.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
“The Directive states that all Member States must establish assessments, maps and plans” (MIENL2).
It is not prescribed what should be on these maps. This may establish a variety of maps where you can
for example have: “large spread-out areas of flood on the German map along that waterway, and then
you reach the Dutch border and then suddenly the flood area stops. So that provides a weird map about
the potential flood. We want to explain that difference in the next cycle, or to underline why this is and
what it could mean for of the Maintenance and management” (WBRNL). Since this problem is identified
Germany and the Netherlands are discussing how these differences occur, why the maps differ on the
border and what can be done about it. “Maybe we should go one step further and say, maybe we will
have to adapt to each other to connect the maps cross border” (PGNL).
The three-step approach of risk assessment, maps and flood risk management plans is used on the
international scale conform the Directive. This is also indicated by table 7 showing that input about
this topic at the international scale is mainly conformance based. While the Netherlands and Germany
made flood maps conform the Directive, they were not conform to each other. Therefore, there was a
lack of performance for using the maps on an international scale.
Table 7 Conformance and performance on Assessment, Maps & Plans at the international scale

Conformance
10
5

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
5
4

4.2.5. Scenario approach
The three scenarios are not fixed at European level because “it is not everywhere the same, not
everyone has two third of the country low laying below the sea level. An extreme event in the
Netherlands is not the same as an extreme event in Baltic countries” (PWEU). The middle event is fixed
at 1 to 100 “for Germany it was ‘wow’, and for the Netherlands: yeah it is something” (ELDE). In the
Netherlands “we have flood chances 1 in the 100 years, 1 in 1000 to 1 in 100,000 years. There are few
Member States that have set such high standards” (SEUNL). The purpose of these different flood risk
chances is to trigger Member States in thinking in this scenario approach. It also shows when some
situations of flood risk can be acceptable while on other places it is not (SEUNL).
The research shows that the scenario approach is used conform the Directive on an international
scale. The aspects of performance in the international implications of the scenario approach are all
about the extreme scenario. Since this scenario can be defined by each country they are all working
conform the Directive. However, in the implementation of the extreme scenario performance is
more important than establishing the same scenarios in the whole river basin. Table 8 reflects that
the implementation of the scenario approach is related to conformance as well as performance.
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Table 8 Conformance and performance on scenario approach at the international scale

Conformance
5
4

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
5
5

4.2.6. Public involvement
The Directive tries to enhance public involvement in flood risk management. The role and the input of
participation in international river basin district is well stated in the Directive and point member states
in the good direction (ICPR). Putting public involvement in the international Directive is not very
important for the Netherlands because “when you look solely at the Netherlands then you see that
everybody can talk about and provide input into all processes” (PGNL). However, putting it in the
international Directive can be very important for other countries that need to take public involvement
into account more. The participation in the Member States could use a boost and it could also be even
more encouraged in the Directive (ICPR). It is very good, while there are differences between countries:
“Some countries did not have this cooperation before, they are very happy to have this now with the
Directive. In the ICPR there was already cooperation and it was working well so the added value was a
bit less” (ICPR).
The international scale does not involve the public directly for establishing policy. They do promote
public involvement by publishing all the reports and other information on websites like:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/flood_risk/ or on the WISE platform: Water Information
System Europe (PWEU). The ICPR also agrees that informing the public is very important, therefore
they also provide as much information as possible for example on internet. By only informing the public
a low level of participation is established, informing is the lowest level of participation on Arnstein his
(1969) ladder of citizen participation.
As shown by table 9 not a lot of input was provided about public involvement on the international
scale. As described the international organizations are trying to involve the public by making a lot of
information public, this is conform the Directive.
Table 9 Conformance and performance on public involvement at the international scale

Conformance
3
1

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
1
1

4.2.7. Feedback in the Directive
The commission is not leading the implementation of the Directive, the commission is coordinating:
“we are sending the invitation we are preparing the agenda, we are co-chairing the meeting, we are
making sure that the minutes of the meetings are taken, we follow that up etc. I can’t say we are
leading, it is also important that the Member States contribute to this process actively” (PWEU). The
commission will assess the flood risk management plans per nation, for Germany this meant the plans
of each individual federal state must be collected, harmonized and put together to present a somewhat
uniform document to the EU (BMDE).
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In addition to this an evaluation of the Directive itself will be conducted: “at some point in 2019,
depending on the evaluation or the feedback there may be a revision. A decision for a revision of the
Directive, so looking you know, is there something that needs be changed” (PWEU). It is also indicated
that “it would be very nice to see, what was happening in France what was happening in Italy, in
Belgium, the Netherlands and so on. It would be very interesting, to say ok these are our measurements,
to give an overview, and be able to compare it” (ELDE).
The role of the Commission is moreover to make sure that the plans and goals are also implemented
and reached, this is stimulated by the six-year cyclical process of the Directive (SEUNL). The commission
cannot review all the implantation of the Directive into local policy: “we do not have the resources for
this to go down to the lander level in Germany for example. Or look at the various provinces in the
Netherlands, we cannot afford to do that. And we are not supposed to be doing this, because of the
subsidiarity principle, the closer you go to the ground, the more it is the member state taking over. The
commission at the European level you are not supposed to be doing things that are better done at the
local level, that is the subsidiarity principle. Subsidiarity, that is one of the basic principles where the EU
is built up” (PWEU).
Providing reports to the EC and the planned evaluation of the Directive are conform the Directive.
Nevertheless, as indicated by table 10 also associations with performance were found. The relation
with performance is mostly related to the how the Directive could be improved.
Table 10 Conformance and performance on feedback at the international scale

Conformance
14
6

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:
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Performance
12
8

4.2.8. Overview of the conformance and performance
The overview provided in figure 7 and table 11 clearly show that at the international scale more
relations with conformance than performance are identified. As described in each paragraph the
international scale is implementing mostly conform the Directive. Only on the theme ‘scenario
approach’ the number of conformance and performance quotes is equal. This is mostly due to the
extreme scenario that is used differently on the international level. Table 11 shows that there is
significantly more input for the theme collaboration than there is for the other themes. The themes
scenario approach and public involvement had very little conformance or performance relations.

Relative conformance performance at the international scale
Conformance

Performance

Influence policy
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Feedback

Flood risk management
approach

Public involvement

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 7 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the international scale
Table 11 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the international scale

Influence
policy

Flood risk
management
approach

Collaboration

Assessment,
Maps & Plans

Scenario
approach

Public
involvement

Feedback

Conformance Quotations

18

9

54

10

5

3

14

Number of sources

10

5

14

5

4

1

6

Performance quotations

11

5

18

5

5

1

12

Number sources

5

4

11

4

5

1

8
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4.2.9. Performativity
Establishing a Directive directly relates to performativity, it is a piece of text that performs power by
being a Directive. Before the implementation of the Directive the European Commission went through
a process with different so-called instruments. First the commission established a statement, a
statement has no legal status. It is an exploratory document. The Member States agreed to explore
what the problem is and how to deal with the problem, in this research flood risks (SEUNL). Such a
statement shows that the Member States agree that there is a problem and that they want to find out
what can be done about it. The statement does not have power to enforce but rather shows intention
and provides research options. “I wrote that statement, then it was proposed to make it an action plan.
The Member States had to implement some common policy, do research together and look at what
European funds or policies can be used to provide money. This action plan was also embraced, then we
moved on to propose a policy implementation. Then we quickly arrived at the instrument: A Directive.
A Directive is binding” (SEUNL). By establishing the flood risk policies as a Directive, it got a binding and
enforceable power, Member States now must implement the Directive. While the Directive is a binding
document the Directive also deliberately provides some room for interpretation. By writing the
Directive in this way Member States could use their own touch when implementing the Directive. This
did establish some uncertainty; regular meetings were organized to discuss how it is interpreted and
how it should be interpreted. After the first cycle, the EC must evaluate and clearer guidance can be
provided then (UWNL).
When the Directive was established the member states started interpreting and discussing how it
should be interpreted (SMIENL). The EC acknowledges that this is part of the process, where Member
States participate in a joint procedure about what must be delivered: on the flood risk maps, in the
flood risk management plans and what should be kept outside the scope (SEUNL). This interpretation
process is guided on an international scale, the EC guide the Member States in how the Directive should
be interpreted. They do so with guidance papers and or meetings (SMIENL). The interpretation process
is also done within each member state and on the local scale. Also within the ICPR this is discussed:
“one country would say: we do not have to do this because the Directive is not obligating us to do it,
then another country says: I think I understand from the Directive that we should” (ICPR). The Directive
could be improved by being a bit more precise (ICPR).
Before the Directive the ICPR did not oblige members to do something other than relevant reporting
on what each country did and wanted to do. With the Directive when a country states that it wants to
do something they are obligated to do so. This form of performativity where what is stated for the
Directive has the power to obligate the implementation of the stated plans. This has the effect that
the countries only write down what they most certainly will do (ICPR). “This discourages to find
innovative things or to be more risky and experimental. Because they know, if we state this, we are
obligated to give some results” (ICPR). The Directive obligates Member States to report on multiple
moments and topics in each cycle. Member States must report on: risk assessment, the maps and the
plans. This reporting is often seen as a burden: “All this reporting work could be used more effectively
by really working and doing something. But it will be more effective in the next years, we are still in a
kind of new, installation of the Directive. I guess in the future it will be more effective” (ICPR). Although
it is a lot of work the Directive is not very prescribing about what must or should be in these reports.
For example, the Netherlands now made long qualitative reports. This while it will be very difficult for
the EU to compare these reports to other Member States (SMIENL). It is predicted by some
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interviewees that: “the EU will try trying to streamline the reports. This means for the Netherlands that
the information we are going to report will probably be less detailed. That is often done with closed
lists with yes, no questions or questions where you can choose from 5 standard answers. This will not
do justice to the actual content of the flood risk management” (SMIENL).
The Directive is an international tool that provides Member States with the same methods and
approaches. An extra benefit is that the international Directive established uniformity in the use of
language. “What is very good, is this common language, we are speaking about the same things”
(ICPR). For example: “Without the Directive we talked about flood, of course, and our measurements,
how we do it. But nowadays it is more defined, the topics are more defined, that is much better” (ELDE).
When countries want to collaborate this ‘speaking the same language’ is imperative (Heeg, 2013).
Since (international) collaboration is one of the pillars of the Directive this is a crucial performativity
aspect of the Directive.

4.3. Results at the national scale in the Netherlands
4.3.1. Influence of Directive on policy
“The Netherlands has been working on flood protection ever since it was inhabited. Therefore, the
Netherlands is the way it is now” (SMIENL). Flood protection was always and still is, very important. In
the Netherlands, this is also “based on the realization and the situation that almost 60% of our country
is floodable, without flood protection this 60% would flood. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
Netherlands is working actively on flood protection” (SEUNL). The Netherlands was one of the initiators
of the Directive, “as the Netherlands we have pulled very hard to establish this Directive. Therefore, I
would think that we had a big influence on the Directive, I do not know if the Directive would have been
established if we had not pulled on it” (SEUNL). In 2003 the Netherlands together with France officially
brought the importance of flooding and its impact under attention in the EU agenda. The aim was to
strengthen international cooperation in the field of flood risk management, so risks can remain
manageable in the long term. (UVW, 2015) “At the moment that the idea for the Directive emerged, it
was fully conform Dutch policy” (RWSNL1). In 2004, under the Dutch EU-presidency, the conclusions
about the desired flood policy of the EU council were established. The Floods Directive was published
on 6 November 2007, conform the Directive the requirements of the Directive were included in Dutch
law and regulations in 2009. (UVW, 2015)
In the Netherlands, the water managers have the duty to care. This entails that the water managers
(water board and RWS) have the duty by law to establish flood defences that meet the safety
requirements and care for the necessary (preventive) management and maintenance (IenM, 2015).
Besides this duty to care there are flood management laws and regulations in the Netherlands. “The
Floods Directive is a law for Europe, in the Netherlands there is: ‘the water law’. This water law should
be conform the Directive” (WBRNL1). Some other laws and regulations used in flood risk management
are the: Delta law water safety (Deltawet waterveiligheid), Safety regions law (Wet veiligheidsregio’s),
provincial regulations (provinciale verordeningen), National water plan, development strategy
infrastructure and space (Structuurvisie infrastructuur en ruimte) and the Delta program (IenM, 2015).
The national government of the Netherlands acknowledged that water safety and protection against
flooding is of utmost importance, therefore they established a delta law, a yearly delta programme, a
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delta commission and a delta-fund (SEUNL). Each year one billion euros is made available for the deltafund (IenM, 2015), this was all done to establish continuity in water safety management (SEUNL). The
Delta programme is conform the Floods Directive however, the programme entails more than the
Directive (SEUNL). The Netherlands established a new water safety norm based on the chance of a
flood combined with the effects of that flood for the area and its inhabitants. The greater the impact
the higher or stricter the norm (Haverkamp, 2015). For the Rhine basin in the Netherlands the norm
varies from a 1/1250 year till 1/10.000 year flood chance (IenM, 2015). “The norm has come into force
this year (2017). A whole bunch of dykes do no longer meet the new norm. So, we are going to work on
that, it is not the case that the situation is so bad that we must work on all dykes right away, we have
some time to think about what has priority and what can wait” (SMIENL).
The Directive is about areas with significant flood risk. In the Netherlands a flood is significant when
the flood can lead to human casualties or has social impact on a national level (IenM, 2015). Because
the consequences for human health and the economic damage are limited, floods or excess water due
to other sources then the big rivers, for example from rain or a small creek are not taken into account
for the Directive (IenM, 2015). The Netherlands has “implemented the Directive policy-poor. We did
not start all kinds of new things because of the Directive, we already do everything so we just write
down what we are doing” (MIENL). “It is not that we now start working on flood protection because
there is a Floods Directive, then we would have been too late” (SMIENL). The European policy officer
said that for the implementation of the Directive “I would say Netherlands is an easier case than other
countries” (PWEU). Before the implementation of the Directive it was communicated to the
administrative level that: “the Directive had little implications for us, the Directive is following our
policy. The Directive does not initiate new policies however, we report the policy that exists in
accordance with the Directive” (RWSNL1). Even though we were the initiators of the Directive and
thought that we would already work completely conform the Directive. It seemed that the Netherlands
“overlooked that we also had to implement the Directive our self” (RWSNL1). “When I look at the
Netherlands, I think we have taken a few steps because of the Directive” (PGNL). For example: “the
Directive has inspired the first steps for a better connecting of the water column with the crisis column”
(MIENL). And “new things, like establishing plans at river basin level” (SEUNL). Dutch policy makers
especially cherish the not ‘passing on the problem’ (afwenteling) principle also called the solidarity
principle (PGNL). The Directive is seen as an instrument to legally coordinate objectives and measures
to reduce flood risks with the river basin partners and the neighbouring countries (UVW, 2015).“The
solidarity principle is certainly a good thing in the Directive, of course it is also about the
implementation of this. You can put a good thing in the Directive however, the effect and the
implementation is just as important” (PGNL). In a country such as “the Netherlands, where we have
been working on our flood policy for a long time. Such a Directive has simply less impact than in a
country that has no flood policy at all. We are struggling a lot more with: what we deem good, how
can we fit that to the Directive...Things like the preliminary risk assessment, we are struggling with
that” (RWSNL1).
As described in this paragraph the policies on the national level are based mostly on the idea that they
should perform well. Nevertheless, as shown in table 12 there are also a lot of connections to
conformance. As presented above a lot of policies in the Netherlands are conform the Directive. This
establishes that on this theme relations are found with conformance and performance.
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Table 12 Conformance and performance on the influence on policy at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
32
11

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
24
9

4.3.2. Flood risk management approach
According to the Directive the goals and measures must include three forms of risk management, in
the Netherlands they are defined as the three layers (IenM, 2015):
1. Protection: limit the chance that a flood will occur
2. Prevention: limiting the consequences of a flood through spatial planning
3. Crisis management: limit the consequences of a flood by effective action before, during and
after a disaster.
In the Netherlands, these three layers are called the multilayer safety (meerlaagseveiligheid)
(MIENLH). The use of and “the coherent reporting of goals and measures in these three layers is new.
This can have a positive effect on the development of the objective multi-layer safety” (UVW, 2015).
To provide flood protection the Netherlands will monitor and control the flood defences in continuous
cycles and, if necessary, implement measures to achieve the protection levels from legislation and
regulations, take measures where needed to limit the flood risks along waters without dykes and
prepare for future developments that are important for protection against flooding (IenM, 2015).
“Historically the Netherlands has always concentrated the first layer by building dykes, to just keep the
water out” (SMIENL). The national scale shows a focus on performance by having a focus on one layer
that they see as most important. This focus on the first layer is becoming even stronger with the new,
higher norm that is coming. When you make a cost benefit analysis it will be better and cheaper to
focus on protection and make the dyke safer. So, you notice the Netherlands is very much focused on
this level of protection (RWSNL2). This heavy focus only on protection is not conform the multy-layers
of the Directive. The new Delta-decision does prescribe the multilayer safety approach, however
protection against flooding (layer 1) remains paramount: the required level of protection is achieved
virtually everywhere with strong flood defences or space for the river measures (IenM, 2015). “The
2nd and the 3rd layer do not really keep us busy” (SMIENL).
“The second layer, is spatial planning, the annoying thing is that the terminology differs slightly from
what we in the Netherlands are used to” (SMIENL). The goals on the second layer in the Netherlands
are: limit the consequences of flooding with choices in spatial planning and prepare for future
developments that are important for preventing the consequences of flooding. A tool that can be used
is the water test (watertoets). With this test governments look at the effect a spatial plan or zoning
plan has on the water management. The water test may lead to the mandatory adjustment of the plans
(Haverkamp, 2015). PGNL describes that the use of this second layer is still in the early or infant stage
(PGNL). “Personally, I do not see how we can use this layer in the primary system. The only thing you
could say is on that place you really cannot place housing. However, for example the Alexander polder
is about seven meters below NAP and there they are building houses. Apparently, it still came out
economically feasible to make the dyke a bit bigger and heavier. When you make sure that chance is
small enough that it will flood, then you are done” (SMIENL). This lack of implementation of the second
layer is not conform the Directive. PGNL describes that the second layer “needs more focus, this will
be done in the framework of the Delta Program on spatial adaptation ... This spatial adaptation
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program is about water nuisance, for example heavy rain showers and the sustainable spatial
organization of your area to limit flood risks. These two topics come very close together and there will
be a lot of attention on this topic the coming period” (PGNL). The changed attitude in the discussion to
incorporate heavy rain into the implementation of the Floods Directive is politically motivated. “We
had some big rain showers with considerable flooding for a few years now. Therefore, it is weird if you
make a plan with everything on floods and exclude this. That is difficult to explain to the citizens so it is
a topic of discussion, however it tends to be included. This would be also nice for the spatial link since
that means that you have to think about floods including the city areas” (UWNL).
Conform the Directive the Netherlands established the following goals for the layer of crisis
management: Dutch crisis management guarantees as much as possible decisive and effective actions,
during and after a (threatening) flooding disaster. They are preparing for future developments that are
important for crisis management in the event of flooding (IenM, 2015). “Twenty years ago, there was
a general view that a flood must never happen. Now there is more awareness that we are very safe,
however we should also prepare for the moment that things go wrong. That realization has come
gradually, now that has enhanced the thinking about how to evacuate” (RWSNL1). SMIENL agrees that
the preparedness topic is “quite new to us. The Directive has been an important reason to pay more
attention to this topic” (SMIENL). The crisis management “is now starting to take shape, with the safety
regions. So that is something that clearly needs to grow, but you can see that also in the flood risk
management plan” (RWSNL1). The Directive “has provided the first contacts between the crisis
management column and the water, this emerged out of the Directive” (MIENL). In the second round
of the Directive the implementation will perform better: “I notice that the safety regions are at once
interested. What they do hope is that it will be fruitful, that is especially with the maps, that they simply
get better insight into what are the risks that we actually have and where do we have a perspective for
action” (SMIENL).
The multilayer safety approach “works very well, however we have to work and think about how do all
three actually coexist ... The new standards for the protection of our dykes also include the second and
third safety layer, however how much you will do that and how much you have to weigh the other
layers, that is still very difficult” (UWNL). It is hard to let the three layers work together “this has to do
with the responsibilities of the three layers. The first layer being the water boards, the second layer of
the municipality and the province and the third layer the safety regions. Everyone thinks that what they
are doing themselves is the most important ... So, in terms of content, it is still a search, just how you
can exchange those three layers” (UWNL). There is “a change now, a shift in the approach, in the
Netherlands for the last 2 or 3 years. They understand that they must use the risk management
approach ... while this was a taboo before they are starting to discus with the population the existence
of the residual risk. So, there is a shift in the Netherlands” (PWEU). There has been indeed an “impulse
given to those two layers in recent years, I think so. But still the vast majority of attention goes to
protection, while that is just the most effective for us” (MIENL). Although there is a shift to conform to
the Directive by also implementing layer two and three there is still a big focus on layer one. This focus
is not conform the Directive and it seems performance based. Table 12 also shows that there is a lot
of performance however also a lot is associated with conformance or going towards conforming to the
Directive.
The national scale in the Netherlands is using the flood risk management approach, this approach is
also described as a good approach. The use of the approach is conform the Directive, however as
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shown in table 13 there are more relations to performance than conformance. This is due to the lack
of using all three layers of the approach by focussing on layer one. As described above this focus is
established because the policy makers see this layer as being the most effective. The lack of
implementation on the other layers is therefore mostly related to performance.
Table 13 Conformance and performance on Flood risk management approach at the national scale in the Netherlands

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance

Performance

29
14

31
13

4.3.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
One of the main reasons why we initiated the Floods Directive is that “we intended that the
Netherlands coordinate well with what Germany and Belgium is doing. That we are not the water drain
of all the water but that this is coordinated well” (UWNL). This is conform the Directive based on the
solidarity principle, “which is well established within Europe. This entails preventing you from shifting
your problems to someone else, this is one of the reasons why it is good that this Directive was
established” (SMIENL). For the Rhine, the state North Rhine-Westphalia (NRW) is our direct neighbour,
“a working group has been set up for cooperation between NRW and the Netherlands at all levels”
(RWSNL2) “Because NRW is also relatively far downstream in the river catchment, there is a larger
coalition between NRW and the Netherlands then with the other federal states” (RWSNL2). The
Directive prescribes management on a river basin level, this more local cooperation seems to have a
higher performance since this workgroup “is actually working very good” (WBRIJNL).
“Flood risk management in the Netherlands is not only done by the national government. You also need
the water authorities because they manage all flood defences, managing the dykes, the provinces play
a role in spatial planning, so we also need them. The municipalities ensure that you implement smart
spatial designs and they have a role in disaster management ... So that is why it has become a national
program and national means not only the national government but also provinces, municipalities and
water boards are involved” (SEUNL) This collaboration also entails an economic aspect, “we share one
source of money, where all implementations are paid from. Strengthening dykes is something that
benefits the whole country that is why you do not have to pay for the implementation as an individual
water board ... This means that you also have shared responsibility and then we can establish guidelines
together, which is what we do. However, the individual managers and water boards make the plans for
that dyke and have to carry out the work” (UWNL).
The local governmental organizations are represented at the national level by their umbrella
organisations. “The national state pulls the cart, they invite the unions, the union engages the (local
stakeholder) water boards and at the same time there is contact with the provinces to agree on how
things will be arranged and who delivers something” (WBRNL2). The national body of the provinces is
“the IPO, the water boards have the union of water boards. That is less common in the safety regions,
they have the safety council” (PGNL). They are a little less developed and establish less influence this
is because “they work in a different way and are a younger organization” (PGNL). These umbrella
organisations “are heard well. However, we must convince colleagues. When we do our job well then
we will be taken very seriously” (UWNL).
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As shown in table 14 the collaboration on the national scale in the Netherlands is mostly conform the
Directive. There is a lot of collaboration between policy makers to work conform the Directive. The
international collaboration is also conform the Directive.
Table 14 Conformance and performance on Collaboration at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
18
11

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
7
5

4.3.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
The Directive prescribes this approach of assessing the risk, making flood risk maps and frmp, “at the
same time there is also clearly stated in the Directive that you can do this based on easily available
information, so you do not have to carry out a new or enormous investigation” (SMIENL). For some
countries like the Netherlands “it was kind of difficult at the beginning to match this process. Some
countries like the Netherlands used the transitional measures that said: EU we have already done these
maps, and is that okay for now?” (ICPR) Although this transitional measure was conform the Directive
it was based on the idea that the Netherlands thought that what they had done was already good
enough. “We made use of a transitional arrangement, you did not necessarily had to do that
preliminary risk assessment if you already had enough intel, well we had a lot of that in the
Netherlands” (MIENL). With this step 1 the Member States must assign potential flood areas “we used
the possibility to say our whole country can be flooded” (PGNL). By using the transitional arrangement,
the Netherlands worked conform the Directive. How this performed is questioned by for example
RWSNL2: “we have not done the first step at all. And this is a point of which I say: in hindsight, this was
a little painful because what kind of image does this give us. Now other countries will say okay but now
we will not do another thing... I have the feeling that that could have been done better by the
Netherlands.”
The flood risk maps are intended to provide the public with insight into the nature and extent of the
flood risks. By assigning the whole country as possible flood area the Netherlands had to draw countrywide maps: conform the Floods Directive the Netherlands has opted for country-wide maps because
large parts of the Netherlands are flood-prone (IenM, 2015). This includes transboundary watercourses
that are not specified as having a significant risk within the Netherlands, however there is a risk in the
neighbouring country. In that case, the Netherlands will put the water way on the maps, this to be able
to show whether any measures in the neighbouring country have consequences for the risks in the
Netherlands. For this reason, the following watercourses have been added to the maps in the Rhine
basin: Oude IJssel, Aastrang, Boven Slinge, Beuzerbeek, Berkel, Buurserbeek and the Dinkel (IenM,
2015). Water managers in the Netherlands are were used to making maps, however making them
nationwide was new. Another new element was: “making public such flood maps, this was quite a
sensitive issue. We are all used to that now, maps are the basis to communicate what the risks are. In
crisis management, you also see that those maps provide the safety regions with a tool to find where
interventions are needed” (RWSNL1). These maps provide insight into the nature and extent of flooding
and the consequences. A complete and detailed set of maps is made public at www.risicokaart.nl
(IenM, 2015).
Before the Directive “There were of course a lot of flood risk maps ... the Directive provided certain
requirements that lead to some new maps... This did not conflict with the old maps however it
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established extra requirements” (MIENL). In the Netherlands, a model is used to estimate the flood
risk, in this model we: “break the dykes at all kinds of places. Then you establish a flood pattern, all
these patterns are overlain. Then we look at each grid cell, which has the highest water level then we
use this maximal level ... This method is also used to implement the new safety norms” (RWSNL1). These
maps are conform the three scenarios of the Directive. The maps that were previously made were also
largely conform the Directive therefore “we actually made use of what we already had. The Directive
did lead to some joint management of the data and the use of that data, this provided a more uniform
overview of the Netherlands. That was previously not available, that has certainly been profitable”
(PGNL). The provinces are responsible for establishing the flood risk maps and gathering and managing
the flood risk data containing the flood risk analyses and the scenarios (PGNL). Although the
implementation of the flood risk maps seems to be conform the Floods Directive there is a
performance side to this implementation. The maps that were made were not fully conform the
requirements of the EC. RWS received the remark that they did not make a distinction between the
source of the flood: the rivers, the coast or lakes. “We put everything together, I wonder what the
added value would be of making the division between the sources of the floods” (RWSNL1).
In the flood maps a ‘lack of’ performance is observed at the user side of these maps. If you look at
www.risicokaart.nl “I do not think the maps are very clear. We did what was needed for the Directive
however I do not have the impression that these maps fit well to the needs of the citizens ... You also
see that the Minister of IenM has started a new website” (UWNL) with new and other maps namely:
www.overstroming.nl. This shows that the maps are not user friendly while the idea of the maps was
to “provide the public with insight into the nature and extent of the risks” (IenM, 2015). MIENL argues
that: “a map established to inform the public is really different from a map that is required by a water
board or a safety region ... You might want to have more space for this” (MIENL). UWNL agrees that a
tool like www.overstroming.nl “provides a better basis to communicate to citizens. It would be nice if
you could connect these maps to the maps for the Floods Directive. Now you make something for the
Directive just to meet your obligations”. “For the second cycle, we will very critically evaluate how that
map is used, does it meet the guidelines and does it also meet the needs for communication towards
all the users. Both the users that have to make their crisis plans and citizens who want to know how
safe they are” (RWSNL1).
When looking at the flood risk management plans the Netherlands ought to be working conform the
Directive because: “Without the Directive we would never have established a flood risk management
plan” (SMIENL). It is even said that there is a great temptation to say: “we now only establish a flood
risk management plan (frmp) because we have to from Europe. This is partly true however the added
value is that we now write everything we do in one comprehensive document for the first time”
(SMIENL). In the frmp the Netherlands has included targets and measures that are also put in the laws
and regulations of the central government. The Netherlands is making a substantial effort to keep the
flood risks in the catchment area of the Rhine at the same level or even further decrease this risk level.
(IenM, 2015) RWS has a very important role in writing the frmp however with this task the RWS acts
in the name of the ministry (RWSNL1). It seems that at the national level the flood risk management
plans are found to be totally conform to the Floods Directive. However, it is not the case that “we are
doing more because of the Floods Directive, our safety level goals are not determined by European
policy, it is a necessity for the Netherlands to protect ourselves” (MIENL).
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As indicated by table 15 the implementation of the risk assessment, the maps and the flood risk
management plans is related to conformance and performance. The conformance is mostly related to
the fact that the Netherlands establishes the three products conform the Directive. However, within
each product aspects of performance are described. The risk assessment that was done prior to the
Directive was performing well enough to be used in the Directive. The maps are made conform the
Directive however lack on performance. The flood risk management plans are based on policies that
are already made, these policies are established performance based however are fitted to conform to
the Directive.
Table 15 Conformance and performance on Assessment, Maps & Plans at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
17
7

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
18
6

4.3.5. Scenario approach
The maps that are made for the Floods Directive show three situations that are linked to chances of a
flood occurring, also called the repetition time of for example 100 years (RT100). The three levels
described by the Directive are used in the Netherlands with the following chances (IenM, 2015):
− floods with a very low probability of occurrence in a lifetime (RT500 to RT10,000)
− floods that occur on average about once in a lifetime (RT100 to RT300)
− floods that can occur several times in a lifetime (RT10 to RT30)
“This works fine, you just have three scenarios, one was just something that can occur almost every
day, one is once in human life and the third is a rare event” (SMIENL). “This is conform to what we
already were used to, however we used round numbers of for example once in a 100 and once in 10.000
year. This thinking in repetition times we certainly knew, we just had to fit it in this slightly different
form, from single chances to ranges” (UWNL). The safety regions also use these three scenarios to
make three evacuation scenarios (MIENL). RWS provides the flood risk information and they establish
the maps depicting the three flood scenarios (MIENL). The EC did not establish a norm for the extreme
event scenario or the floods with a very low probability of occurring in a lifetime. “You can choose what
is extreme. And then you get the discussion what is extreme for us, to what extend do we want to be
protected” (PGNL). “We use once in 1250 years, North Rhine-Westphalia has joined with us a bit and
said: we take once in 1000. This were really hard negotiations within the ICPR about what number we
should take there” (RWSNL2). The ICPR tried to establish one ‘extreme’ risk level because then for
example: the risk maps would be compatible at the borders (RWSNL2). As shown there are different
norms associated with the extreme scenario, nevertheless this is conform the Directive since the
Directive does not prescribe what the risk chances for an extreme scenario are.
Table 16 shows that eight quotes were related to this topic. The table indicates that these quotes were
all made by a different interviewee. As described the use of the scenario approach is described as
conforming to the Directive. The extreme scenario was linked to performance since the establishment
of this scenario is based on the performance needs within the Netherlands.
Table 16 Conformance and performance on Scenario approach at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
5
5

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:
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Performance
3
3

4.3.6. Public involvement
The Directive prescribes a trajectory of public participation for the establishment of the frmp (IenM,
2015). “We think that we already have met the requirements of the Directive with the participation
done in all the parts done before. The citizen has had sufficient opportunities to participate: there was
communication around each plan. For example, people who are living in an area of a particular water
board were informed by the water board and could think about and react to the plans” (SMIENL).
Therefore, the Dutch national level says that: “we do not need to organize an additional process of
public participation. I do not think that is necessary since the frmp is actually a bundling of all the preestablished plans and all these plans have had their own participation processes” (PGNL).
The interviewees on the national level all agreed that the participation in the Netherlands performed
well, while happening on an earlier stage then when the Directive prescribes. The Netherlands does
act in conformance with the Directive by providing six months of ‘inspraak’ (Dutch for public
participation where citizens can react on what was written) on the frmp. Although this is conform the
Directive SMIENL thinks this does not enhance the performance: “I think half a year is a long time
because the effect is that there is a year between writing the plan and handing it in.... that is just
because of European regulations, in the Netherlands we usually have six weeks but this falls under
European regulations therefore six months is required” (SMIENL). Although the interests of the
participants are considered at each project, when it comes to water safety other interests may
overweigh the opinion of the participants. Dutch people want to have dry feet, the Netherlands is one
of the few countries in the world that has included the standards for flood risk management in the law.
This shows that this is very important to us. By establishing these safety standards in the law, we must
comply with that safety standards even if locals are against these implementations (SEUNL).
Aside from the participation the government is also busy with enhancing awareness on flood risks. The
governments and drinking water companies have therefore started the ‘Ons Water’ (Our Water)
campaign. In this campaign, the need for new investments in water management is made clear in
various ways. The campaign also aims to increase the involvement and self-reliance of citizens
(Haverkamp, 2015). This involvement of citizens is “very relevant, in the (future) Delta program we are
now thinking about how to do this. We are now going from policy development to implementation,
how should we do that in a good way? How do we inform the citizen and how can we collaborate with
them to come to better solutions” (SEUNL).
On the national scale, the public participation is described conform the Directive. However, the public
participation is performing well enough to conform to the Directive. Also, extra public involvement is
established by for example the initiative: ‘ons water’. Initiatives like this establish more links with the
concept of performance.
Table 17 Conformance and performance on Public involvement at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
11
8

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:
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Performance
10
6

4.3.7. Feedback in the Directive
The Netherlands has a “reporting obligations to the EC, the first cycle is now done and we as the
Netherlands have delivered nicely” (PGNL). This report describes several tasks within the process, when
combined this leads to a report that goes to Brussels under the responsibility of the national
government (PGNL). For the EC “there are a number of things that we must do, we must make maps,
plans and in the next cycle we have to evaluate that. However, with that you are not there yet, the
committee wants to have insight into how you have done things, there are the so-called reporting
sheets to do that” (RWSNL1). Even though there is this obligation to report a lot of things, “in practice
we simply wrote down everything we already had, and that is a lot. We wrote about the delta
programme and asked the provinces and water boards what they did” (SMIENL). We actually are very
good at reporting conform the Directive, “if you see the amount of paper we can produce for this
Directive, especially when you compare this to other countries. We are ‘the best child in the class’ so to
say, I mean we also have a lot of knowledge and information and if you are going to bundle all that you
will get those piles of paper. This does show that the Directive is not necessarily adding to our policies,
also because flood risk management already was our core business” (SGMNL1). A positive effect of the
Directive is that countries must write the whole domain of flood risk management into one
comprehensive report (RWSNL1).
“Now we are satisfied with how we have been able to work with the Directive. That is when Brussels is
also satisfied with what we have done” (SMIENL). The formal reaction on the frmp has yet to come,
although no big problems are expected, “being ‘the best of the class’ does not exclude you from
procedures. It is very efficient to test the best in front of a judge to see if the best is indeed good enough.
If it turns out that even the Netherlands is not doing well, then all other Member States know that they
are in trouble as well” (SMIENL). It seems that not a lot has changed in flood risk management, what is
new is: “we were used to evaluating ourselves, now we have to report to another governmental body.
Now they of course want to put a little structure into this evaluation process by trying not to get a
completely different answer from every country. Therefore, a kind of template is prepared to force
Member States into reporting in the same way. This is done to be able to compare and evaluate them”
(RWSNL1). Conforming to this template is sometimes hard, especially because Dutch policy makers are
used to making qualitative reports while the EC want more quantitative comparable data (UWNL). In
the first cycle the Netherlands “applied Article 13, that exception. There is still a discussion of how to
interpret that and whether we can use it again in the 2nd cycle. Than we have to do a new preliminary
flood risk assessment” (February 2017 RWSNL1). Even though the Netherlands is already busy with the
second cycle however they are still waiting on the evaluation of the EC. They did show that “climate is
important to them, so that must become more prominent in the second cycle. We are quite busy with
climate change related to sea level rise and the drainage of rivers, however we did not show this in the
frmp, there it is not clearly stated how we will deal with climate change” (UWNL).
The cycle of the Directive is six years, consistent with the water framework Directive (SEUNL). This is
conform what the usual cycles in the Netherlands, and vice versa: regulations cycles were adjusted to
fit the six-year cycle (SMIENL). “I think this is a good period because in 6 years you can accomplish
something” (RWSNL2). Not all interviewees agreed with this time period: “you just see that 6 years in
flood protection cases is a very short period, actually it is too short. If you find that something is not
right, then you will not fix that in 6 years. That whole process just costs a lot more time, which is why a
6-year cycle is very short” (RWSNL1). This while others point this cycle out as one of the important pros
of the Directive: “what I especially like is the cyclical approach, you do it every 6 years. The first 6 years
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we are not yet at the right level. However thereafter we started to evaluate with all parties: how did it
go and how can it be improved the next time. I think that this is a very strong point of the Directive”
(UWNL). When asked or the interviewees review the implementation of Directive as a positive, most
answer positively: “Certainly, especially because it simply regulates a number of the below and
upstream matters” (RWSNL1). Because: “we have it all figured out right now and in that sense, it might
not have been necessary. However, the Directive also regulates this for the future” (RWSNL1). The
answer of UWNL gave a good overview of the other given answers: “I think the positive effect was a
lot less for our own policy, on the other hand it had a positive effect on: the approach to multi-layer
safety and the involvement of the safety regions also got a boost, both thanks to the Directive. We were
always very busy with the dykes, now we see that dyke alone does not cover it, now we also must think
of layer 2 and 3. The next step is that we evaluate the plans and measures and adjust them where
necessary, from that perspective you also ensure that there is movement. You also have to tell what
you have done, that is always good” (UWNL). WBRNL2 gave one side note to this: “I think that we need
to take what is asked from the Netherlands more into account, not assuming that we know what needs
to be done. So, stop telling our own story and start by answering the question” (WBRNL2).
The Netherlands provides reports conform the Directive. Also, the period of six years is seen as a good
timeframe and the Dutch implementation cycle aligned to this cycle conform the Directive. As
indicated in table 18 connections with performance were also found in this theme. These are related
to the fact that the Netherlands did not like to establish quantitative reports and the fact that the
Dutch see their policies as performing well. This performance is often seen as more important than
conforming to the Directive.
Table 18 Conformance and performance on feedback at the national scale in the Netherlands

Conformance
15
8

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:
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Performance
11
7

4.3.8. Overview of the conformance and performance
Figure 8 and table 19 show that on the national scale in the Netherlands policy implementation on
most themes is related slightly more to conformance than to performance. Policy implementation on
the theme collaboration is the only theme with significantly more relations to conformance. The
themes flood risk management and flood risk assessment, maps and plans are linked more to
performance than conformance.

Relative conformance performance at the national scale in
the Netherlands
Conformance

Performance

Influence policy
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Feedback

Flood risk management
approach

Public involvement

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 8 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the National scale in the
Netherlands
Table 19 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the National scale in the
Netherlands
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7
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4.3.9. Performativity
When the Directive was implemented in the Netherlands performativity played an important role. This
starts with how the effects of the implementation of the Directive were communicated. For example:
“the communication at the administrative level even before the Directive was implemented, it was
communicated that the Directive would have very little implications for us” (RWSNL1). This worked well
to get all managers and directors to agree to this Directive. It was said that the Directive was in line
with Dutch policies. While the wording of the Directive is sometimes different the Directive did not
have a lot of impact on Dutch policy (RWSNL1).
As performativity theory shows formulation can be very important, in the Netherlands this was also
noticed that in hindsight. The Netherlands used article 13 in the first cycle, this article provides an
exception that was also used by some other countries. Now there is still a discussion on how this article
should be interpreted and whether you can use it again in the 2nd cycle (RWSNL1). Describing well
what you are working on and what you intent to do is important for the reports made for the EC. An
illustrative example: “We are quite busy with climate change, with sea level rise and the drainage of
rivers, however we did not show this in these flood risk management plans. It is not clearly stated how
we will deal with climate change” (UWNL). Even though the Netherlands is working on climate change
since they failed to report on it the EC said that the Netherlands should do more about climate change
in the second cycle. In the eyes of the EC the Netherlands did not explain convincingly why they
deliberately did not do something (RWSNL1). This shows that while the choice was made wellreasoned it is also important how you report on it to the EC. RWS leaves out some plans in the reporting
to the EC because in the Netherlands RWS often makes plans that are more like visions. For example:
“we want to reach ‘this’ safety level along that river in 25 years, then we will enhance the dykes for x
kilometre each year... RWS does not report the wanted safety level for that dyke is now higher because
then the EC will say why did you not implemented measures along the whole dyke” (RWSNL1).
Therefore, RWS must formulate very well that it is a vision and then they can show how many
kilometres have been implemented each cycle.
The flood risk management approach with the flood risk management plan follow the concepts of the
Directive. These concepts partly deviate from the terminology in the Dutch flood risk policy and the
Dutch safety chain. Where the Directive refers to protection, in the Dutch flood risk policy the term
prevention is common. The term crisis management in the Directive includes: preparedness and
recovery. The safety chain in NL includes: preparation, response, repression and recovery (IenM,
2015). RWSNL1 agrees that: “we are somewhat struggling about what is called prevention in the
Directive. In the Directive prevention is something quite broad while in the Netherlands it is interpreted
as spatial planning. While I think it can also be a modification of your building in Germany they also use
this broader view” (RWSNL1). The different layers of the flood risk management approach are
numbered in the Netherlands. Layer one is protection, layer two prevention and layer three is crisis
management (IenM, 2015). By numbering the layers, you also order the concepts while the Directive
intended them as being equally important. Although there has always been flood protection,
prevention and crisis management in the Netherlands now it is put in this new three parts division. So,
although the use is not new the labelling and formulating it as three layers is new (WBRIJNL).
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4.4. Results at the National scale in Germany
4.4.1. Influence of Directive on policy
As described in paragraph 1.5.2 the ministry of NRW is in this researched seen as part of the national
scale. “The Ministry of the Environment is responsible for the implementation of the flood risk
management in North Rhine-Westphalia, the federal states are responsible for flood protection”
(MENWDE1). “The ministry establishes a normative discharge with a corresponding water level, if you
built the dyke that high and follow the technical rules that go with it, guard height, stability etc. these
are uniform rules throughout Germany. If you build it like that, you will receive money from the
ministry” (RWSNL2). The implementation of flood protection is therefore regulated through money.
The ministry of NRW prescribes, checks and regulates, the district governments oversee the process
of implementations in their district (MENWDE1). A water board has the option to do what they want
and not follow the district rules, however then they do not get any money for this measure from the
district. In Germany, the water board is more an executive then a decisive body. The big cities have the
power to decide to raise their level of protection, for example Köln did this (RWSNL2). To establish
some uniformity between all states the national government implemented explanatory papers that
harmonize the flood risk management between the states and make sure that this also establishes a
more uniform appearance to the outside world and the EU Commission (BMDE). When asked if the
ministry of NRW should have a bigger role in flood risk management MENDE1 said: “No, that's not how
it should work in our governing process. The ministry already does a lot of work on a detailed level,
this is not common at all. However, “with flood risk management we simply felt the necessity to do this
detail work. Doing more would not be good, that is the work of the district governments and they are
doing quite well, while they do coordinate and cooperate with us” (MENWDE1)
In principle, there was “nothing new from this Directive” (MENWDE1). This indicates that the Directive
was conform the pre-existing management in Germany. The Directive was “established from above,
from federal politics down to the individual communities. It is formally enforced, but always with
restrictions: the measures are not implemented everywhere this is often due to the lack of floods in the
area. Nevertheless, politically it has been implemented” (MENWDE1). Thus, showing that the
implementation is formally conform the Directive however the physical implementation does not
always follow. The basics of the Directive were not new since Germany has tried to work similar before
in 1995. Then the first flood action plans were established, they already contained a lot of the same
thing that are now described in the Floods Directive. However, these were Angebotsplanung, plans
that were provided however had no enforcement (MENWDE1). With the Directive, there is the
obligation to report every 6 years, ‘how far have the measures come’, so content wise it is conform
what was done before, however the enforcement and the consciousness has really changed
(MENWDE1 & BMDE). Another new thing is “this thinking about risk management. Now this risk
management is implemented, also in local politics although not always very good because the human
resources at the municipalities are not as high as you need them to be” (ELDE). The Floods Directive
also influenced the national law in Germany “the German Water Act, has been changed since the
Directive was published and has adopted the points of the Directive. This law has to be implemented
since it is incorporated into German law thereby the Directive has influenced German politics”
(MENWDE1). There is a discussion now about the option “to change the water law however we do not
know how that will end, it is in progress” (MENWDE2). In North Rhine-Westphalia the performance
outreaches the Directive, there is even a law on climate protection (Klimaschutzplan). This law is partly
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about mitigation and partly about adaptation however the best adaptation is flood risk management
(MENWDE1). The information described here is from NRWF however in Germany you see “different
practices. So, you might find that one region is more advanced in its approaches than another region”
(PWEU). This shows that what is true in NRWF might not be true in the other federal states.
The Directive was implemented well on the national level, “as I said it was challenging, the states had
to do some effort to adapt themselves, to adapt their data, their way of thinking but nowadays it is
well implemented” (ICPR) Germany did get comments about that every state has implemented the
Directive differently. In the end, they must report as one country as one whole, then you see that the
states are not completely matched (RWSNL1). You also see that the water framework Directive had a
bad influence on the performance of the Floods Directive. “In Germany, we had some bad experiences
with Directives and that provided an attitude of some people towards the flood Directive. We had the
water framework Directive in the back of our mind and that was quite a struggle” (RWSNL1). This bad
image of the WFD in the water domain will have had effect on the conformance and performance in
the implementation of the Floods Directive. The influence of the national NRW ministry on the actual
implementation has its limits. They cannot say: “you have to do that and you have to do it now. Because
that is for the municipalities to decide” (MENWDE1). However, they do have decisive powers when the
district government can prove that third parties other than that municipality will be affected by a flood
at that dyke. With the Rhine, this is often the case since a flood would affect other municipalities and
probably also the Netherlands. (MENWDE1)
As shown in table 20 the influence on policy is mostly conform the directive. However, also
performance is found related to the bad influence the WFD had on the performance of the Floods
Directive and to the establishment of extra policies to perform on more aspects than covered by the
Directive.
Table 20 Conformance and performance on the influence on policy at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
20
6

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
12
5

4.4.2. Flood risk management approach
The use of the three-layer approach is “a requirement of the Directive, and we work conform these
criteria. Our goals therefore also include prevention, protection and preparedness. We are on that point
completely conform to the three-layer approach of EU Directive” (MENWDE1). Before the Directive
there were already measures in these categories. However, since the Directive these measures are
also acknowledged in one of the categories, the measures are categorized into these three categories
(MENWDE1). The three categories should be of the same importance, it is the circle of flood risk
management (MENWDE2).
In Germany, the second layer is represented in the Wasserhaushaltsgesetz (WHG). The WHG was
established by combining the Floods Directive together with the Flood Protection Act of 2005. The
flood protection Act was adopted in response to the Elbe flood in 2002, formed the basis of the WHG.
The WHG expanded the legislation in flood risk management for example: floodplains on aboveground
waters are subject to a wide-ranging of legislations (BUNBRK, 2017). This shows that Germany is
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conforming to the Directive, they also implemented extra laws based on their own flood experience.
“Now the second so called WHG says: okay you will have to do measurements also if you have your
house behind the dyke, which is new” (ELDE). The WHG two is based on the experiences of the floods
in 2013. It was a very big flood covering big flood plains behind the dyke. After the water level lowered
the houses were covered in oil from the oil tanks situated in or near a lot of the houses. This made the
damage much higher, which is why they added extra legislation to the HWG, thereby establishing
Wasserhaushaltsgesetz two. So, when this law comes, if you live behind the dyke you have 15 years to
get your oil tank out of the cellar, get it up or away (ELDE). The WHG now regulates more than before
however when hen the National government proposed: The flood prone areas should be free from
agriculture and streets, it should be mostly forest. “There the Bundesländer said: ow that is too much,
there was the line” (ELDE). Although this is conform the second layer of the Directive there is also some
lack of performance seen in spatial planning or city planning. The Directive did give an impulse at this
domain, communities have now specifically addressed this for the future and are now looking at their
spatial planning for what they can do there (MENWDE1). Preparedness was already done before
however it got a different status through this formal Directive. Now it has become a requirement, “I
also think that it is positive that we do not just focus on protection” (MENWDE1).
Germany included fluvial flooding in the Directive, however they had difficulty with taking measures
against and locating the next big pluvial flood (PWEU). They worked conform the Directive by stating
that pluvial floods are not seen as significant: the so-called heavy rainfall, flash floods are classified as
not significant in Germany (MENWDE1). This while ELDE thinks that: “it should be considered in
Germany. As you can see in last year at these small villages like Braunsbach and Sillbach flooded
because of heavy rain. Munster also flooded in 2014 and in 2008 Dortmund and so on and so on. We
have a lot of flash floods by heavy rain and they are not calculated. But the last year we had the most
damages because of that ... I think Germany, the whole nation should implement it in their federal
structures” (ELDE). Also, MENWDE1 agrees that more attention on this topic is needed however thinks
this is outside the scope of the Floods Directive: “we will make the responsible authorities more aware
about this issue, we will also support and advise them on this. This is however outside the Directive, we
will not report it to Brussels. We are not able to create a map with the significant areas, that would be
the whole country. We will deal with these flood types very professionally, nevertheless they are
considered as not significant for the Directive” (MENWDE1). As described above table 21 shows that
flood risk management on the national level in Germany is related to conformance as well as to
performance.
Table 21 Conformance and performance on Flood risk management approach at the national scale in Germany

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance

Performance

7
5

7
6

4.4.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
At the national scale, there is a lot of collaboration between NRW and the Netherlands and between
NRWF and local stakeholders. However also in the international scale namely at the scale of the ICPR
there are national German NGOs representing for example the local scale. The NGO
“hochwassermindgemeinschaft Rheine is a foundation combining all the (German) municipalities of the
Rhine to have a better flood protection. They have representatives and they are coming to our
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meetings. It is a German NGO and therefore we also have a link with German cities through this NGO”
(ICPR). The ICPR collaborates with the German Bundesländer via the FGG (Flusch gebieds gemeinschaft
Rhein) and with the Bundesländer directly (ICPR). When working with the Netherlands the federal
states also work together: “It is the case that the federal states have their policies and they have to
meet and align their policy first before they can talk to the Netherlands. Like with the example of those
flood maps, North Rhine-Westphalia cannot just say: Ok agree that your way is the best way to
determine the flood risk so we will transfer to your method. That is not possible because NRW first has
to discuss with the other states” (RWSNL2). Nevertheless, there is the working group floods where
there is collaboration between North Rhine-Westphalia and the Netherlands at all levels: the ministry
(in Düsseldorf and Den Haag), the water boards, the municipalities (from both countries), the provinces
and (kind of similar) the Kreisse (RWSNL2). This illustrates the amount of collaboration, this
collaboration is conform the Directive. However, this international collaboration is on a smaller scale
then the river basin level. This might be because it is hard to agree on things when the scale of the
river basin where the expected performance of flood risk measures changes in the (international)
course of the river basin.
The ministry of NRW has to work with five Bezirksregierungen, therefore “every time we have
something we have to discuss it with another partner, and they have to affirm the ideas... So, the
Bezirksregierung Dusseldorf will have different ideas as do Münster or Arnsberg. However, we just
cannot do like: ok we do it like you like in Dusseldorf and then in Arnsberg also do it like they want to
do it. Then you do all different things at one river that would not work” (PWEU). It can also be that the
local stakeholders do not agree with the national scale. The ministry of NRW can than withhold funding
for flood risk management measures. “If no funding will go to that region, they are going to complain
because you cannot tell them there is no risk of flooding when there is a risk of flooding” (PWEU). Table
22 shows that some connections with conformance were found however, only one with performance.
Table 22 Conformance and performance on Collaboration at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
4
4

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
1
1

4.4.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
Conform the Directive Germany has started the cycle by establishing new risk assessments (RWSNL2).
The flood risk maps derived from the risk assessment are made by the Bezirksregierungen
(MENWDE1). However, the National scale has influence on how these maps should be made. For the
extreme event, the Netherlands used a discharge of 16,000 at the border and Germany 15,000 so that
is completely in line in terms of discharge. For the repetition time the calculations differ, while it is
conform in terms of repetition time (RT) when the maps were combined it showed a different method
was used (RWSNL1). While there was an agreement on the discharges it showed that depending on
how you make a flood map the flood areas can still differ at the border. The Netherlands used models
with breakthroughs NRW calculated the water levels in the river at that discharge. Then they used that
level and extrapolated that level over the area with a GIS analysis. In German calculations, the water
level does not decline by inundating a new area. Therefore, the flooded area is much larger than in the
Dutch calculations. Because of this incoherency the maps do not match at the border. RWS promised
to solve this in the next cycle (RWSNL1). MENWDE1 sees the positive performance of these maps: “the
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fact that we have published these flood risk maps during the implementation, made the municipalities
more aware of what floods could happen even though they did not have a flood yet”.
The Floods Directive does not prescribe on what scale the maps and flood risk management plan
should be made. The German national government did: “The ministry has gone into great detail and
made suggestions and corresponding specifications of what content should be in there and so on”
(MENWDE1). A positive effect of the implementation is seen on all scales: “The national
implementation strengthens flood risk management on the local level, that means that for example: by
creating the maps or by creating the national flood risk management plans, a lot of countries had
consultation from the municipalities and included their opinion in the development of the maps or these
plans” (ICPR). The stakeholders agree that the obligation to use these three steps: risk assessment,
establishing flood risk- maps and plans is a positive thing (MENWD1). As described aspects of
conformance and or performance are identified in this topic, this is also represented in table 21.
Table 23 Conformance and performance on Assessment, Maps & Plans at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
5
4

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
5
2

4.4.5. Scenario approach
In Germany, it was common to use a repetition time of the once in 10 and once in a 100 years in flood
risk management. This also applied for smaller rivers like the tributaries of the Rhine (RWSNL2).
Although using these conforming numbers was common, everywhere in Germany they are struggling
to accomplish the risk level of once in a 100 years for dykes. They do reach it at some places however
clearly not everywhere (ELDE). There is also the extreme scenario that allows room for interpretation,
since that interpretation room is used there are different maps. For this extreme scenario North RhineWestphalia assumed that the dykes break (MENWDE1). NRW uses calculations where the dykes are
not even there. This is done because the people cannot contradict the outcome, it is more a showcase
of the worst scenario (MENWDE2). For the repetition time of once in a 100 years NRW added
something the Dutch did not, they show the areas that are protected by the dyke. A different colour is
assigned to these areas which would be flooded if the dyke was not there (MENWDE3). This medium
probability provides a more realistic view with the option that the dyke could break. It is also very
important for the people who live behind the dyke to see what would happen if the dyke was not
there. (MENWDE2) MENWDE1 agrees that the scenario approach is a is good approach that shows
what could happen in the worst case and the more probable scenarios. Because the EC has left this
approach open to interpretation there are different uses of the approach. “Now we get indications
from the EU that they want to make the extreme scenario more uniform” (MENWDE1).
Table 24 Conformance and performance on Scenario approach at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
5
4

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:
4.4.6. Public involvement
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Performance
4
3

The Directive states that you should involve all interested parties. However, each member state can
decide who belongs to all interested parties. “We decided it was enough to make our risk management
plans available to the public for three months. This was done via the Internet and during this period
people could comment on the plan, I think that is enough” (MENDE1). There is an public internet
address (LAWA, 2017) with a lot of the publications and some reports on the flood risk management
plans (MENDE2).
RWSNL2 describes that the encouragement for participation in the Directive promoted the public
involvement in Germany. She also noticed that “the citizens are more eager to take up their voting
right, this is of course a development of the last 50 years in all of Europe. However, I think it is good to
do this even though it takes a lot of effort, a lot of energy, a lot of time and a lot of money” (RWSNL2).
The encouragement of public involvement is seen as good and MENWDE thinks that: “in the second
cycle, perhaps there is more interest of the actors then in the first one”. The growth of interest and
involvement is not fully assigned to the Directive and other policies, BMDE believes that the most
important factor is: “the frequent floods and heavy rains that we have had in recent years. People are
realizing that this is a very important issue and that we have to deal with it, this has a real positive
effect” (BMDE).
Table 25 shows that on the national scale in Germany some connections with conformance were
found. While, only one connection with performance was described by the interviewees about this
topic.
Table 25 Conformance and performance on Public involvement at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
5
4

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
1
1

4.4.7. Feedback in the Directive
When asked to provide feedback on the Directive MENDE1 said: “Overall, we found the approaches in
the Directive, this overall view of risk management of a positive influence. There is also a negative thing:
it is this terrible reporting, the reports to the EU. The whole reporting obligation is a disadvantage of
the Directive. This is because sometimes one has the impression that we are not actually working to
implement things of the Directive, instead we are making nice reports” (MENWDE1). The reports made
by the Lander are written in reporting sheets that are send to the Bundesanstalt für Gewässerkunde
in Koblenz. This organization gathers the reports from all the states and establishes one comprehensive
report from all this information, this report is send to the EU (MENDE2). Also, ELDE agrees that “it takes
a lot of time for the states to report to the EU, all these Directive things. To do a report on risk
assessment, the maps and the plans, this can be very difficult to report all these things. All this reporting
work could be used more effectively by really working and doing something. However, it will be more
effective in the next years, we are still in a kind of new, installation of the Directive. I guess in the future
it will be more effective” (ELDE). Even though there is a lot of reporting work which will be evaluated,
the Bezirksregierungen together with the ministry of NRWF also evaluate the implementation in their
area. The district governments have prepared the plans and when they are set into motion, they ask
the municipalities and the other actors: how far are you with the measures X, Y and Z?

61

The ministry of NRW together with the district governments have developed a monitoring concept. “It
basically means that the district governments should officially ask at least once a year about the status
of the implementation. They should however also contact the relevant actors in between. And how well
this monitoring concept works, I cannot say it yet because we just started working with it” (MENWDE1).
Table 26 Conformance and performance on Feedback on policy at the national scale in Germany

Conformance
3
2

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
2
2

4.4.8. Overview of the conformance and performance
As shown in figure 9 policy implementation on the national scale in Germany is as described above
mostly related to conformance. Only on the themes of flood risk management and flood risk
assessment, flood risk maps and flood risk management plans an equal amount of input was related
to performance and conformance. Table 27 shows that the amount of input was relatively low on this
policy scale.

Relative conformance performance at the national scale in
Germany
Conformance

Feedback

Influence policy
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Public involvement

Performance

Flood risk management
approach

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 9 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the national scale in Germany
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Table 27 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the national scale in
Germany

National GE

Influence
policy

Flood risk
management
approach

Collaboration

Assessment,
Maps & Plans

Scenario
approach

Public
involvement

Feedback

Conformance Quotations

20

7

4

5

5

5

3

Number of sources

6

5

4

4

4

4

2

Performance quotations

12

7

1

5

4

1

2

Number sources

5

6

1

2

3

1

2

4.4.9. Performativity
When the interviews of this research were analysed not a lot of relations were found between the
German national scale and performativity. The ten quotes that were identified as relevant for this topic
are described here.
Member States are obligated to establish and deliver reports to the European commission. The
countries should report on the risk assessment, the maps and on the flood risk management plans.
Establishing all these reports is a lot of work and therefore takes a lot of time. This time could be used
more effectively by really working and implementing measures. Interviewees do think that for the next
cycle the reports will be made more effectively (ICPR). Although the reporting for the international
scale is not prescribed in detail, in Germany the ministry has gone into great prescribing detail. They
made suggestions and corresponding specifications of what content should be in the reports
(MENWDE1).
Because the use of preparedness (informing the population about flood risks and what to do in the
event of a flood) is part of the Directive, it just got a different status (MENWDE1). In Germany
preparedness was used and worked on before the Directive. However, since the Directive was
established in this formal policy all Member States are required to work on preparedness now. On the
German national scale, the ministry is “trying to bring this understanding to the municipalities. That
they must work on preparedness now. However, they do not believe us all” (MENWDE1). This shows
that even though the Directive has enough power to enforce the use of such an approach with the use
of a certain term on national level. The use an implementation on the local level is lacking.

4.5. Results at the local scale in the Netherlands
4.5.1. Influence of Directive on policy
On the local level in the Netherlands the same approach to the implementation of the Directive as on
the national level becomes apparent. “The Directive does not add much to our flood risk management
in itself” (WBRIJNL). RWSNL2 agrees that there are no new things emerging in the flood risk
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management of the Rhine river basin. This is because the Netherlands initiated the Directive and
because the Directive is very much in line with our policy (WBRNL2). The water board does not work
directly with the Directive however the implications of the Directive are put into national and provincial
laws and regulations. The local scale works according to the waterwet (Dutch water law), this law ought
to be conform the Floods Directive. Via these regulations the Directive cascades into policy at the local
level (WBRNL2). Although the Directive was introduced as being in line with prior policy some policy
makers thought: “what have we ended up with now?” (WBRNL1). This could be due to a different
approach, in the Netherlands “we have a nice vision that we want to reach and how or when we will
get there is not set in stone. This does not work well because the EC wants to compare different
countries. Therefore, they want to specifically know what you are doing now and what you have
planned. That is where there was an imbalance, because we could write about nice visions while the EC
wanted clear information about the flood risks and the subsequent measures” (WBRNL1).
Since, the Directive was implementation in a cascading procedure the local level in the Netherlands
sees little direct effect. Although the municipality owns a lot of land next to the rivers the municipality
is not a competent authority in the implementation of the Directive (MNNL). The water boards also
had “little to do with the implementation of the Directive, that is something that I think has been picked
up at ministry level” (WBRNL1). However, it did have indirect influence, it obligated policy makers to
work with the flood scenarios, work with flood risks and take measures (WBRNL2). With the power,
the water boards have they want to perform well on water safety. According to MNNL the water
boards are conservative when it comes to (new) technical solutions. “The water boards want simple
green dykes, easy to manage and maintain” (MNNL). “In the Netherlands, we want to use space often
for more than one purpose. However, when a municipality wants to establish something closer to the
river, the powerful RWS will stop them conform the policy of major rivers” (MNNL). The RWS and water
boards have a clear influence on flood risk management and therefore on the implementation of the
Directive. The people in the Netherlands really trust the water boards and RWS to protect them, for
the people it is unimaginable that a dyke could break. This while they know that when it would go
wrong it will go very wrong (SGMNL2). The national implementation of the Directive has a top down
cascading effect on the local policy. Nevertheless, there are also examples of bottom up initiatives that
go further than the national policy, for example: “We (land of Maas and Waal) are working on a
regional climate adaptation strategy, to try to prepare the region for the negative effect of climate
change: flooding, heat stress and draught” (MNNL).
While the policies in the Netherlands are mostly conform the Directive table 28 shows that more
connections with performance were found. The relations with performance are found because the
starting point of most flood risk management policies on the local scale, are based on the idea that
what the Netherlands is doing is performing well. Nevertheless table 28 indicates that the influence
on policy is also often related to conformance.
Table 28 Conformance and performance on influence policy at local scale of the Netherlands

Conformance
17
8

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input

4.5.2. Flood risk management approach
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Performance
26
8

Dutch policymakers talk about layer one, two and three of the layer approach respectively: protection,
prevention and preparedness also called crisis management (SGMNL). Layer one is very important in
the Netherlands, the municipality, water boards, region and province all want unbreakable dykes.
There is a clear focus on the performance of layer one: “we do everything for these dykes. We will
strengthen all those dykes. So yes, in a way it is true that the other layers should not be necessary
anymore” (MNNL). To establish dykes with the needed safety level the Netherlands established safety
norms. This means that when a dyke does not meet the norm you must take measures. You will have
to raise it, make it thicker or both. When strengthening the dyke is very difficult at a certain place, or
there is no public or political support for it. Only then measures in the other layers are researched and
implemented (MIENL). This focus on one layer is not conform the Directive. Also in Gelderland, the
preferred strategy is to strengthen the dykes where needed and provide extra space for the river where
possible (MNNL). Nijmegen has done a major protection implementation to reduce the local flood risk:
“we have the nicest room for the river project on the doorstep of our city. Furthermore, there is no flood
risk at our city as long as the dykes do not break” (MNNL). It is very simple: the dyke must not break
therefore it must be very big and strong (MNNL). There is one concern from the municipality about the
focus on the large rivers. In the Netherlands, all policy is about high-water levels in large rivers,
however there are occasional high-water levels in and floods from the smaller rivers. For example, the
Dommel which flooded the A2 in den Bosch in 95, only after this flood measures against floods from
this small river were taken (MNNL).
The second layer of prevention in the Netherlands is focused on spatial planning. The provinces and
municipalities are responsible for the regional and local spatial planning. They can for example: limit
the use of high flood risk areas inside or outside the dyke or establish binding conditions (IenM, 2015).
The province of Gelderland endorses the policy for major rivers which says that you should not build
outside the dykes. Gelderland tries not to build new buildings outside the dykes however people that
traditionally live there, are living there at their own costs and risks (PGNL). A province can also
prescribe extra conditions for the water test which is needed to establish a zoning plan. In Gelderland
when assessing the location and the layout of a spatial plan the consequences of flooding must be
considered within the water test. Municipalities are obligated by law to do such a water test (IenM,
2015). Measures from the second layer are usually only implemented when something went wrong.
For example: “in Amsterdam broken water pipes shut down a whole hospital. This could happen
because the servers were in the basement of the hospital, all the water from the street drained directly
into the server room. This is an example of where we learned that these vital server rooms should be
higher up” (WBRNL2). Most interviewees describe that the second layer is becoming more important
in the Netherlands. For example: “The inferior theme of spatial planning is slowly becoming a main
theme. It will have a firm place in the delta programme as well, however the municipalities are hoping
that finally there will be money made available for this” (MNNL).
The third layer of preparedness is often described as the crisis management in the Netherlands. In the
Netherlands, the crisis management is used in the calculations in layer one. A norm is used that
considers that a percentage of the people will have been evacuated (WBRNL1). To conform to the
evacuation percentage in the norm the Security Council is now working to mobilize all safety regions
to work conform this pattern (WBRNL1). The safety regions are responsible for crisis management in
the Netherlands (PGNL). As soon as a crisis exceeds the authority of a governmental layer like the area
of one safety region then the management will scale-up to a higher level (IenM, 2015). To establish a
higher performance the premade scenarios are ‘dry-practiced’. This to test the scenarios and to ensure
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that people know what needs to be done in such a situation. This practicing is also good for the
awareness of people (WBRIJNL). Nevertheless, PGNL describes a lack of performance in the connection
with the safety regions, “we have an active safety regions in Gelderland that likes to work together.
However, in other regions of the country this is much more difficult” (PGNL). MIENL thinks that while
the performance could be enhanced, it is a good development to keep crisis management into account
in flood risk management. This lack of performance could be due to the fact that safety regions think
they will have a lot of time to prepare and evacuate everybody (MANL). Other than only taking
predicted floods into account the major problem is that people are not aware that a dyke could break.
“This is the big issue of the Netherlands, the people in the Netherlands do not believe that the dyke will
break and certainly not now we are going to reinforce the dykes. Now it becomes even more illogical
that the dyke would break through” (MNNL).
The implementation of the three-layer approach lacks conformance since there is a clear focus on layer
one. “Water boards and knowledge institutes all said it for years: it is all fun the multi-layer safety
approach however it is irrelevant. Layer one is the only thing that matters, increase or broaden the
dyke” (MNNL). MANL explains that this could be because there are water boards in the Netherlands.
The water boards are the only ones in the world that have such a strong separate management layer
focussed on water. Almost everywhere, the municipality together the province is responsible for the
water safety. Then all decisions are made by one management layer, this establishes different
considerations. Then you can also say: “now there is a dyke however we will build a city there instead,
so we will put a hard quay that is high enough or make the lower levels of buildings more flood proof.
This is very difficult in the Netherlands because we have that separate water layer, which also has great
benefits. Because you do have an objective authority that only focusses on safety and good water
management” (MANL). Another problem for working towards more conformance in the multilayer
approach is that these water boards are quite conservative. They focus on protection and want very
safe and strong dykes they do not care much about what is done behind the dyke (MNNL). This focus
on strong dykes from the empowered water boards also block new options of multilayer safety like:
“a floodable dyke or a delta dyke. You could install a parking garage in the dyke or put flats on top of
it, this is all not welcomed by the water boards... This responsibility of the dyke is very protected by the
water board and they ensure that it stays that way. That is why multilayer safety does not work”
(MANL). Conforming to the use of the three layers seems difficult however it is a positive tendency to
prescribe this approach: “Yes, of course it is very good. We already worked comprehensively on crisis
management and protection. However, prevention is something that included more and more: in
spatial planning, this is made more explicit now, measures to limit the effects of climate change and
risks of flooding, not only by building dykes but also in other ways” (WBRIJNL).
There are pilot projects where the multilayer approach performed well. In many selective areas, the
approach worked very well, the one example everybody experienced as good is the island of Marke.
And for that example, there was little choice since you do not want to put a high expensive dyke on
such an island (MANL). “Although there were these pilots in my experience the approach is not
generally accepted, so there are still some steps to be taken” (PGNL). Dordrecht is researching options
to use multilayer safety approach to reach the safety new norms. This is the preferred option because
the dyke is in the middle of the historic city centre, “they could demolish or jack up all the buildings,
this would be almost impossible to do. Therefore, they could say: To reach the norm we will do measures
in layer two and three. So, you think of a strategy that ensure that the consequences are small or that
you establish 100% evacuation” (WBRNL2). PGNL questions the performance: “my conclusion is that
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multilayer safety is not feasible and effective in all areas... in a deep polder where the water will be 4
or 6 meters high I do not have the illusion that we could adapted buildings to that” (PGNL).
On the local scale in the Netherlands the definition of what a flood is, is not fully conform the Directive.
For example: The Directive considers land flooded when there is water on it while this is normally not
the case. In the Netherlands, this definition is not usable, for example in the flood plains of the room
for water projects there can be water however this is not a flood. This issue is hard to report on since
for the Netherlands this is normal, these flood plains can inundate without a problem (WBRNL1). The
Netherlands talk about floods when people could die from this flood. When an area inundates because
of for example rain it is called water nuisance (in Dutch: water overlast) (SMIENL). MANL agrees that
this water nuisance “should not be part of the Directive, rain inundation is something different then
river floods, that must be kept separated” (MANL). The water nuisance is a local problem that
municipalities should take care of. However, there are plans to take water nuisance into account in
flood risk management (UWNL). “The water boards do not agree with this… we think that we should
keep it at big floods originated from surface water. With these big floods, you can work with scenarios,
while this is impractical with heavy rain floods more so when you would want to map them. Therefore,
we think it is smart that for the Directive we should not change the definition of flood in the
Netherlands… So, we do want to work on water nuisance however we want to keep this outside of the
Directive” (WBRIJNL). While the water boards want to keep this out of flood management the
municipalities are working bottom up on the performance at this issue. Top down there are also
initiatives in the Delta programme to provide opportunities and money to enhance measures to
protect against water nuisance (MNNL).
Performance aspects are distinguished on all topics of the flood risk management approach. The
focus on the first layer is not conform the Directive. In the other layers, there is a lack of or a need for
more performance. Also, the definition of flood is not conform the Directive while it does perform in
the Netherlands. Table 29 indicates this large association with performance on this topic on this
scale.
Table 29 Conformance and performance on Flood risk management approach at local scale of the Netherlands

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input

Conformance

Performance

22
8

43
9

4.5.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
Collaboration on the level of an international river basin is one of the main points in the Directive.
Conform the Directive also local actors in the Netherlands acknowledge this importance, especially
since “our biggest threat originates in Germany, if a flood occurs there it will flow to us via the
Achterhoek” (region in the east of the Netherlands) (MANL). There is also international collaboration
at other waterways then the river Rhine an example of where this performed well is at the Dinkel. “An
implementation was needed on Dutch and German side of the river. In the German side, there was
however no space for an implementation, water board Vechtstromen was willing to do the project in
their area. There was some space there and some money, then later another measure will be done in
Germany on their cost, in this way we work together and will take care of the whole area” (SMIENL).
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The collaboration of the local scale with the national scale is very diverse and between a lot of actors.
There is direct influence from the ministries, water boards, municipalities, provinces and safety
regions. They establish national involvement with their national umbrella organisations. The local
actors should work in conformance with their national counterparts. Within the local scale a lot of
collaboration can be found between the different actors. The Municipality and the water boards are
meeting very often, this establishes an environment where things become debatable (MANL). MANL
states: “I can work together with the water boards very well, sometimes we will have conflicting
interests and sometimes we have equal interests” (MANL). Another example of this collaboration is
given by MNNL: “We work together with the water board to prepare citizens, for floods. We agreed to
establish a service point and the water board will provide the information and the options to buy for
example sand bags. By helping each other we are performing better and are not doing double work”
(MNNL). The water boards also work together with the safety regions, this is partly because the water
boards provide information the safety regions need (MIENL). The safety regions are working actively
on the collaboration: “we try to work on our network management in the region. We are actively alert
when developments will happen... We try to join for example the municipality in an early planning
phase with advises on risk and the choices they can make” (SGMNL1). In Gelderland, there are dyke
rings with multiple safety regions it should not happen that one region says you need to evacuate while
the other does not. Working together and making agreements is a necessity (SGMNL2). The
performance in the collaboration is enhanced by local actors forming collaboration platforms
themselves. An example of this is the IJssel platform where a consultation structure was formed with
the water boards, province and the big municipalities (WBRIJNL). “Whether this collaboration was
stimulated by the Directive is hard to say since we would also collaborate if the Directive was not there”
(WBRIJNL). As shown there is a lot of collaboration between the different actors on different levels,
this is conforming to the Directive. This conformance related collaboration is also indicated by the
statistics in Table 30.
Table 30 Conformance and performance on collaboration at the local scale of the Netherlands

Conformance
15
8

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
5
3

4.5.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
As described in paragraph 4.3.4 the Netherlands took a different approach to do its risk assessment.
This approach is skipping the first step and stating that the whole country has the risk of flooding.
However, some argue that in the Netherlands the maps are the flood risk assessment: “we make the
flood risk assessment, by drafting the flood risk maps” (WBRIJNL). For the next cycle, the national level
will decide if they want to use the same method for the risk assessment, a stirring group will make this
decision (UWNL). Other than this there was no input about the flood risk assessment on the local scale.
The Provinces are responsible for making the flood risk maps. These contain the flood risks however
also extra information about for example vulnerable buildings or chemical factories which are
important for the risks in the area (PGNL). “The first moment the other local actors became interested
was when these flood risk maps were established. Because on these maps all could see where the water
could reach, this was a shock to some municipalities because now they could see that there could be
water where they wanted to build new houses. Another fear of the municipality was that the flood
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information became more public now. This meant they would have to explain a lot to their inhabitants,
this while the information was already available before” (SMIENL). To establish well performing maps
at the border the local parties collaborated directly with NRW. With this collaboration, an agreed flow
rate was established. It was however later noticed that the countries used different calculation
methods which established different mapping results establishing a misconnection at the border
(RWSNL1). On the local scale, the Netherlands did adapt to a part of the German method: “because
the Germans already assign floods at a low safety level, we also had to add these floods to our maps
at the Dinkel and the Berkel. This was done because the water would flow from the flood in Germany
into our country” (WBRNL1). The performance of the risk maps is seen by the safety region as:
“dramatic, it is time for new maps… there are plans to make these maps radically different, also the
national level has detected that the maps did not perform. I am however scared that this cycle we will
again see the mistakes in hindsight, why there is not more communication with us I do not know”
(SGMNL1). Also at the municipality the performance is low since: “I think the safety region uses these
maps, at least I have never seen them before” (MANL). SGMNL1 also sees that the maps fall short
because they depict just one moment while when these maps are finally published a lot can be
different already. Flexible and updatable online maps could perform much better.
According to the ministry the goals of the frmp are made concrete at the local scale in the following
plans: the regional water management plans, emergency response plans of water boards and the crisis
plans of safety regions (IenM, 2015). While some say it is the other way around: that the frmp is derived
from the plans that are already made. “They ask us to deliver our plans for the different areas, so we
will deliver” (SGMNL1). While the Netherlands must hand in the frmp to conform to the Directive
SMIENL says: “it was hard at the start to get information from all the actors, in particular the provinces
and the water boards did not want to do more than necessary. They did not see the added value,
whereas no new policy was established for this. In the added value was just that we wrote everything
we are doing into one comprehensive document” (SMIENL). Although the Netherlands does not work
fully conform to the method of establishing a risk assessment, frm and frmp. The method is sees as
logical and a good method to make countries implementation comparable (WBRNL2).
Table 31 Conformance and performance on FRA, Maps & FRMP at the local scale of the Netherlands

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance
7
7

Performance
10
5

4.5.5. Scenario approach
The insights that the scenario approach gave is described as an important point of the Floods Directive
(WBRNL2). Showing these different scenarios establishes awareness about the extent of possible
floods. This can provide the members states and its government insights of thinking about what you
should do behind the dykes, to differentiate the use of land according to the flood risks (SEUNL). In the
Netherlands, the local scale is responsible to establish the flood risks with the scenario approach. In
the first cycle, the Provinces were responsible to establish the scenarios however there is a discussion
now whether they should be responsible for this in the next cycle as well (PGNL). PGNL thinks that the
provinces will not be responsible for this in the next cycle and she does agree. However, there are
provinces that do not agree with this development.
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WBRIJNL agrees with the scenario approach: “It is a good approach, I think it is a logical method that
shows what could happen in extreme situations and what the risks and damages could be in such a
situation... However, you do notice a difference between the kind of scenarios that can be distinguished
in Germany and in the Netherlands” (WBRIJNL). In the Netherlands, a scenario of RT100 is not really
showing any risk of big floods, only with extreme events like RT1000 there could be such a big flood.
Therefore, there is a focus on the extreme scenario to make risk calculations and safety scenarios. In
Germany, they do not think about a 1 in 1000-year scenario, this is still conform the Directive since the
Directive does not prescribe the extreme scenario (WBRNL1). For the extreme event, the conformance
between the Netherlands and Germany at the border is driven further apart using different methods
(RWSNL2). As described in paragraph 4.3.4. the extreme scenario is very extreme in the Netherlands
is explained by the interviewees from the water board: “Other countries cannot match the Dutch
scenarios because that would simply cost too much money, and they do not see the need. We are not
going to scale down to do conform to other countries” (WBRNL2). “This approach is positive only when
we can choose what is extreme. Because we now have risk standards that can reach up to 1 in 100.000
years” (WBRNL1). Most see the implementation of the scenario approach as a positive, MANL sees
however a danger in this approach: “These scenarios are a theoretical guess. Even though you could
have done this very well, when a contractor did something wrong while building the dyke, this dyke will
have a weak spot that is not considered in the scenarios. This should be considered an option, for
example presume that the dyke will break even though it was not calculated a bit more and not see the
calculations of these scenarios as the Holy Grail” (MANL).
Table 32 indicates that this topic on the local scale is related more to performance than to
conformance. This difference is based on a small number of sources, this paragraph shows that some
conformance as well as performance is seen on this topic at this scale. The correlation with
performance could be since in the Netherlands the extreme scenario is used and preferred because it
establishes a higher safety performance standard.
Table 32 Conformance and performance on Scenario approach at the local scale of the Netherlands

Conformance
3
2

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
8
6

4.5.6. Public involvement
In the Netherlands, public involvement is a common good, they are used to it and think it is normal
that the public is involved. When new laws, norms, working methods, government policy or provincial
policy are proposed people can get involved and can provide influence (PGNL). The importance of
public involvement is conform the Directive, there are discussions on when in the process the
involvement should take place. “Public participation is positive only when it is used at the local scale
and when actual spatial plans are being made” (WBRIJNL). The Directive enhances involving relevant
stakeholders however obligates the public participation time of about half a year to review the frmp.
“When you do not agree or you think you should say something about it, we provide the opportunity
to do so” (WBRNL1). This while in the Netherlands this plan is made from plans that on their own
already had their own participation processes. Therefore, enough participation already happened
(SMIENL).
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“The Floods Directive stands very far from the people, you should not go directly to them with such a
European Directive... You should translate it and convert it into a certain message that makes sense for
them. When you talk to citizens about such a theme, the Directive is much to abstract. You should be
able to interact very clearly with citizens, you should be aware of using the right abstraction level”
(MNNL). When talking about policy development, for example about the new norms even for someone
who lives on the dyke that is so abstract. They probably have twenty other things where they prefer
to spend their time on. These norms are and should be a political decision you cannot ask all our 17
million inhabitants about this (SEUNL). Almost all interviewees agree that public involvement on the
local scale is very important: “you should keep public involvement at project level, with projects that
will be implemented within five to ten years. Then it is tangible and it allows active participation and
people can rally think along” (WBRNL2).
An important part of public involvement is establishing awareness. Therefore, the governmental
organisations should be able to inform about and explain flood risk management to the citizens
(WBRNL2). “We work very hard to make people aware. When implementing a dyke reinforcement, we
try to explain why this implementation is needed” (MNNL). The municipality is formally responsible for
communicating the risks. The safety region Gelderland Middle helps with this task for all 16
municipalities in their region. When a flood happens, the safety region is together with the municipality
responsible for the communication and the coordination of the crisis (SGMNL1). The communication
is very important, people must be aware that when it becomes dangerous people really must leave
the endangered area. That is the challenge for the safety regions, to communicate this, give good
advices thereby giving the people the opportunity to evacuate themselves (SGMNL2). The safety
regions aim to enhance the self-reliance (zelfredzaamheid), this is a kind of reversed participation.
While in 1995 the people relied fully upon the government now people are better informed and more
self-reliant. This enhancing and organising self-reliance and taking care of the people are not selfreliant is a kind of participation. (SGMNL2) The performance of establishing flood risk awareness might
be lacking: “there is no awareness with the inhabitants, totally not. People have more important
problems, only the professionals think about this. In 93-95 there was some flood risk and while it was
not even the highest water level, everyone panicked. Nevertheless, the next year everybody has already
forgotten about it” (MANL). Also, people from the water board notice this lack of public awareness:
“For example: I was at a dyke improvement project last week. The first question people ask is: ‘why is
this necessary? We have not seen high water for twenty years, even in 1995 the dyke persisted.
Thereafter the dykes were reinforced and room for the river was established, therefore this is all
nonsense.’ However, we are talking about anticipating on 2050 and beyond, that is hard to comprehend
for these people” (WBRNL2).
Table 33 Conformance and performance on Public involvement at the local scale of the Netherlands

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance
11
6

Performance
12
9

4.5.7. Feedback in the Directive
The national ministry is responsible for making these reports prescribed by the Floods Directive
(MIENL). The input for these reports is made by for example the water boards that send their
information to the provinces, the provinces combine the information. They deliver this to the ministry
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who establishes the final report that is send to the EC (WBRIJNL). PGNL wonders whether the province
should be coordinating the formation of the flood management plans while a direct link between for
example water boards and the ministry could perform better. Now the province has the responsibility
to gather the information combine it and then sent it to the ministry. “I therefore wonder if it is
necessary to put such a step (via the province) in between. And whether that cannot be done directly”
(PGNL). The feedback from the EU is still lacking. This is bad performance from the EC since the first
frmp were made in 2015 and were implemented in 2016. “We as the Netherlands have not received
feedback from the European Union, so we still do not know how Europe is now assessing these plans.
This feedback could help and guide the second planning cycle, however the feedback did not arrive, we
actually find this a defect” (WBRIJNL).
The implementation of the Flood Directive is generally reviewed as having a positive impact. It led to
more collaboration and information sharing. One can argue about the interpretation, the obligations
and the reports that must be deliver for the Directive. Nevertheless, the fact remains that “we talk to
each other now. We exchange information & methods and we strive to work on flood risk management
in a comparable or same way, that is really good” (SGMNL1). The Floods Directive was reasonably
conform the policies at the local scale in the Netherlands, “of course we had to make an interpretation
of the Directive. The Directive does offer enough space for that, there is room for some interpretation
of how you want to implement the Directive” (WBRIJNL). Although the implementation seems largely
conform the Directive, the local scale describes the following way of in implementation: “I have the
idea that it is the other way around. It is not like we first thought about how we should implement the
Directive and then work down to a local plan. We have crisis & management plans, a recovery program
for regional flood defences, flood protection plans for the primary flood defences and flood protection
programs... And all these measures together will be reported to Brussels in the context of the Directive.
So actually it is more: what do we have, thereafter we report on that” (PGNL).
The actors at the local scale agree with the 6-year cycle of the Directive. “Six years is actually the usual
period for this type of measures, with the WFD it is also six years and the same period is used with our
own water management reports” (WBRNL2). It is reviewed as a period that is manageable and fitting
to the scale of the flood risk management projects. Thus, shorter does not make much sense and when
it would be longer you do not know what you did at the beginning, therefore 6 years is good
(WBRNL1&2). An interesting idea on how the performance could be enhanced was provided by
SGMNL2: “We have not seen high water levels for a while, ‘95 is a long time ago. I think although it
might sound strange, that a bit of high water would be good for everyone, to have everyone’s attention
on flood risk again” (SGMNL2).
Table 34 Conformance and performance on feedback at the local scale of the Netherlands

Conformance
6
6

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
8
5

4.5.8. Overview of the conformance and performance on the local scale of the
Netherlands
As indicated by figure 10 and table 35 policy implementation on the local scale level in the Netherlands
is mostly related to performance. On all themes except collaboration more performance than
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conformance was found. This ratio of significant more performance than conformance is only found
this policy scale.

Relative conformance performance
at the local scale in the Netherlands
Conformance

Performance

Influence policy
80%
70%
60%

Feedback

Flood risk management
approach

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Public involvement

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 10 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the local scale in the
Netherlands
Table 35 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the local scale in the
Netherlands

Influence
policy

Flood risk
management
approach

Collaboration

Assessment,
Maps & Plans

Scenario
approach

Public
involvement

Feedback

Conformance Quotations

17

22

15

7

3

11

6

Number of sources

8

8

8

7

2

6

6

Performance quotations

26

43

5

10

8

12

8

Number sources

8

9

3

5

6

9

5
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4.5.9. Performativity
The European Commission wants Member States to report in a certain way. This way of reporting
about flood risk management is different then what organisations in the Netherlands are used to. “For
the European commission, you should mainly report what is, not what will be. However, in the
Netherlands we have a way of working of having a vision for the future. We will work towards said
vision in a continues process without clear deadlines. This is where it goes wrong for the system where
the EC wants to compare between other countries and us. We think: in a few years we will be there, no
Europe wants to know what is done, what will be done and when” (WBRNL1). This difference in
describing how flood risk management will be implemented shows the importance of performativity.
The EC wants reports that match the way of writing of other Member States to make them comparable.
In the Netherlands “we can put up nice stories, however that does not help Europe. They want to know
what is going on, then we can say what needs to be done” (WBRNL1). What is done in reports at the
local level in the Netherlands is that “we say, we take the flood Directive into account and we look at
what we have to do in the flood Directive. I would almost say in terms of effect and documents it is the
same only it is different way of writing” (WBRNL2).
The reports are the basis for the evaluation by the European Union, therefore the performativity of
these reports is very important. The reports in the Netherlands are written by the ministry at a national
level. This is done by combining information from all implementing organizations (WBRIJNL). The
Provinces are responsible for coordinating the data collection from the local organizations for the flood
risk management plans. This bundled information is send to the ministry that will again bundle the
information of all provinces into one national flood risk management plan (PGNL). “I wonder whether
it is clever that the Provinces do this… is it really necessary to take these extra steps in between, can it
not be done directly” (PGNL). Each local organization like all water boards hand in their plans and
information, all this local information is used to establish one unambiguous report. This is possible
because the water boards try to establish one line in their ambitions and goals via the union on a
national level. “There are ten thousand employees in the Dutch water boards, de Union tries to establish
that they all speak with one voice. For water boards, this generally works extremely well... When you
look at provinces for example, it is much more difficult, the association of Dutch municipalities (VNG)
tries to do that, however a municipality in Friesland is very different than Amsterdam or Rotterdam”
(UWNL). Even though there are large differences within the Netherlands on the local scale, the Ministry
hands in one report to the EC.
In the multilevel safety approach the Netherlands defined the second layer as: limiting the
consequences of a flood through spatial planning (IenM, 2015). “We call this layer prevention, limit the
consequences with measures in spatial planning” (WBRNL2). By defining this layer in such a way, the
options of measures on this layer are limited to measures in spatial planning. This shows that by
defining a layer the implementation of that layer can be influenced. “It seems that the national
government finally took measures in spatial planning into account in the new Delta program … This will
only work with a strong guiding or binding instrument. The national level should provide a mandatory
guide to the local scale, otherwise smaller municipalities will not do anything” (MNNL). Interviewees
described that municipalities do not work a lot on the Directive itself. When rain water would be
included into the Directive, the municipalities would play a major role in rain flood protection
measures. “Every municipality is dealing with rainwater problems, because almost all of them suffer
from it. A survey showed that 90% of the municipalities are working on that” (MNNL). By interpreting
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the Directive as not including rainwater floods the role of municipalities became much smaller. This
while the Directive shows that floods from rain water could be included.
The performativity of a Directive establishes a text that is not made for local citizens. These European
guidelines should not end up by citizens. Implementers should translate them and convert them into
messages with a performativity that is understandable for local citizens. The message should make
sense to them and should have a perspective of action (MNNL).

4.6. Results on the local scale Germany
4.6.1. Influence of Directive on policy
The Directive had a positive influence (ELDE) and had a very strong impact on the flood risks
management. It contributed very well to the fact that all institutions have the deal with flood risk
management (BMDE). The Directive shows aspects that conform to the policies in Germany, “it
followed the policies already implemented in Germany” (ELDE). Although the Directive is largely
conform old policies, there were some differences. For example: the Directive has obligated Member
States to consider all waters. While previously only national waters were considered when talking
about flood risk management in Germany (BMDE).
In North Rhine-Westphalia the NRW ministry has established an organization to manage the
implementation of flood risk policies. In this organisation, there are people from the ministry, the
district governments, the municipalities and the water boards. “There we establish general water
management guidelines and we search for the best practices. That is the system that is used in Germany
and therefore in North Rhine-Westphalia” (MENWDE1). The district governments got the responsibility
for the implementation of the Flood Risk Management Directive from the NRW Ministry of the
Environment. “We then discussed with all stakeholders and all the institutions namely: the
communities, the water boards or at least the larger water boards. In these meetings, we established
a joint approach, we assess the risk and then discussed the needed measures” (BMDE). The district
government is responsible for: the implementation of flood risk management policy, the monitoring,
the technical support of the implementation and they are also responsible for financing the
implementations. The district government is responsible; however, they say: “no we are not
responsible nor is Germany as a nation, in German thinking it is the municipalities which are responsible
for all this work. The responsibility is broken down to the smallest organisational element” (ELDE). So,
while the district supports the municipality financially they are responsible for the actual
implementations. The ministry of NRW pays 80% for some big measures like the dykes along the Rhine,
while other things like measures of precaution or crisis management are seen as tasks of the
municipalities (MENWDE1). The municipalities have the right to decide whether they want to
implement something. However, the ministry can obligate the municipality to establish measures
when third parties can be harmed (MENWDE1).
The performance of municipalities in flood risk management is questioned by the interviewees.
MENWDE1 explains: “There are many political things that need to be implemented in such a
community. When there has been no flood for some time, then other things will have priority, other
issues come first and flood issues go to the background” (MENWDE1). This problem is underlined by
BMDE as well: “In local politics it always depends on the weather, if it is nice weather everyone quickly
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forgets about floods. Then when the flood comes, it is a big shock since everyone has not thought about
it for a long time” (BMDE). The municipalities have a lot of problems, for example the infrastructure
needs repairs, the schools are very old. Next to their usual problems they also must realise some
measures for flood risk management. This while they do not know if a flood will occur in the next five
years. Therefore, spending a lot of money on sustainable flood protection measurements is not the
top priority of the municipality. Especially since the councillors are only responsible for the next four
years and it is not sure if a flood will occur in that period (ELDE). Table 36 reflects this relation with lack
of performance of policy implementation at municipalities. The table also shows that relations with
conformance are found in policy making at the water boards. Conformance is also described in the
similarities of policy prior to and the policies from the Directive.
Table 36 Conformance and performance on influence policy at the local scale in Germany

Conformance
14
6

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
12
4

4.6.2. Flood risk management approach
In North Rhein-Westphalia the multiple layers of flood risk management are known. Institutions do
not always show it however, they know prevention, protection and crisis management (RWSNL2).
Conform the Directive these layers basically were there before however they are discussed more
systematically now (BMDE).
The Emscher Genossenschaft & Lippeverband calculates the flood risks and provides the municipalities
with knowledge about measurements that are needed. They advise on water retention measurements
and the needed dimensions of the dykes. “We have the highest dykes in Europe excluding sea dykes,
the highest one is 17 meters high” (ELDE). North Rhine-Westphalia has a special geographical position
since they are next to the Netherlands which has a very high level of protection. “Therefore, citizens
ask: why do the Dutch have such high dykes and we do not, why do we not we get that protection? The
governments have to explain and they say: well we will certainly not build higher dykes therefore we
have to do something for prevention and crisis management” (RWSNL2). Other than providing more
power and more money to establish measures the Directive also changed the thinking about flood risk
management. “Suddenly people are thinking about what is behind the dyke. Before that it was only
about how high is the dyke and should it be higher or not, nobody was talking about what will happen
if it breaks. This is getting better. The Directive has a positive influence on our flood risk management”
(ELDE). Implementing measures of prevention is mostly the job of the municipalities however, the
municipality has little human resources. To enhance the performance the water boards will help to
find risks behind the dyke. The water boards research where the most damage could happen, where
the highest flood chance is and where people could die. This information is given to the municipalities
so they can act on it (ELDE). Conform the Directive preparedness is important (MENWDE1). The
ministry tries to implement preparedness by informing the municipalities who are responsible for this
implementation. However, the performance of the municipalities on this issue is questioned since the
municipalities do not always listen to the council of the ministry on this topic (MENWDE1).
ELDE sees the implementation of the Directive as very positive. One issue where Germany could
improve its performance is regarding heavy rains. It should be included in the flood Directive. And the
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Directive should also make it binding by law to realise implementations (ELDE). “Heavy rains are a real
problem, which I think is not well regulated in Germany. Heavy rain or flash floods are not yet recorded
in the maps. And that will probably not be displayed in maps in the future. I think it is necessary that
also flash floods are represented in maps (BMDE). In Germany, there are three places that did establish
maps about this, for example Koln did this. They made detailed so called Starkregengefahrenkarten
(heavy rain risk maps) and made these public via internet at: http://www.hwkarten.de/index.html?Module=Starkregen. These maps are made on initiative of the municipalities
themselves and in Koln they are presented next to the flood risk maps from the European Directive
(ELDE).
As indicated in table 37 the implementation of the flood risk management approach is mostly related
to conformance. The implementation and use of the three-layer approach is conform the directive.
Also considering all kinds of flood including heavy rain is conform the Directive. This topic is also related
to performance. Negatively when talking about the lack of implementations by municipalities.
Positively when talking about the awareness about and the effect of the Directive on flood risk
management.
Table 37 Conformance and performance on Flood risk management approach at the local scale in Germany

Conformance
Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

7
4

Performance
4
4

4.6.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
For the implementation of the flood risk management Directive the Bezirksregierung has a
coordinating function. “For the individual measures like the construction of a flood retention basin or
floodplain development, then the lower water authority is responsible. Our task as a district
government is the support in the financing via the state of North Rhine-Westphalia” (BMDE). The water
board Emscher Genossenschaft & Lippeverband works on the local scale with three Bezirksregierungen
namely Dusseldorf, Münster and Arnsberg. Inside the Emscher region there are 15 municipalities and
the Lippeverband 44 municipalities. The water boards work together with all these stakeholders
therefore communication is crucial also for flood risk management (ELDE). This shows that a lot of
collaboration between different actors is taking place at the local scale in Germany. “The water boards
are a little different than the water boards in the Netherlands. In Germany, they get specific tasks by,
usually about wastewater but also about flood protection. So not every water board has the same job,
they do not have the authority on themselves” (MENWDE1). They are more an implementation
institution (MENWDE2). The Lippeverband or Emscher-genossenschaft is looking at the river, the dykes
and the retention areas. They are not responsible for establishing awareness and informing the
inhabitants, this is the work of the municipalities. ELDE thinks that since the water boards know about
the risks and the measurements, they should also be responsible for the communication to the
inhabitants: “We know about the risks and we talk with the municipalities, they have problems with
human resources… So, my wish would be that we could talk to the people, plus for the risk information
it should not go through the municipality, because we could do it better, but to do that we need money”
(ELDE).
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The Directive is implemented into a typical German federal system, it is a top-down system where
national legislation is top down implemented however, the actors on the local scale are often
responsible. The municipalities are paying the water board for doing the flood risk management. The
water board therefore has to talk with the municipalities, about how big or high the dyke should be.
Especially when the stakeholders do not agree for example when they want different measures or do
not agree about the costs. Then the water board must look for compromises until an agreement is
made and the needed implementation can be done (ELDE). For example: “if we plan a big retention
tank at Dortmund then everybody pays the big retention tank from Dortmund to Duisburg. Because the
effect on the flood wave is still measured in Duisburg, everybody must pay. Dortmund has to pay as
well because the water comes from there. You must get everybody at the table, it is normal. But you
cannot say, we do it like this and that is okay, anytime you have to ask everybody” (ELDE). The
performance of the collaboration at the local scale is considered as “working very well, that was a good
cooperation with Wasserverbänden, municipalities and the ministry. Of course, now it is important to
implement the agreed measures in the next few years” (BMDE).
Conform the international approach of the Directive there is international collaboration between the
local scale in NRW and the Netherlands. People from the water boards, the municipalities and the
Kreisse are all represented in the international working group of the border area. This working group
really tries to have every layer of policy represented (RWSNL2). As described in paragraph 4.5.3 also at
the smaller waters of the Rhine basin there is an intensive collaboration between the Netherlands and
Germany. These working groups performs well on collaboration, implementation and on financial
aspects (SMIENL). This collaboration did not start due to the Directive, there were regular meetings
and experience exchanges through the German Dutch Border Waters Commission since 1960. The
collaboration between Germany and the Netherlands is not new and can therefore maybe not be a
consequence of the Directive. As shown in table 38 the policies of collaboration are conform the
Directive. This collaboration is reviewed as “good, yes that is very good” (BMDE). While the
collaboration is reviewed as performing well this collaboration is still conform the Directive. There
were no connections found to performance theory about collaboration on this scale.
Table 38 Conformance and performance on collaboration at the local scale in Germany

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance
10
4

Performance
0
0

4.6.4. Risk assessment, Maps, Flood risk management plans approach
The Directive prescribes the three-step approach of assessment, maps and flood risk management
plans. BMDE agrees that is “a sensible approach that makes the implementation more comparable”.
This approach guides and provides a method of working for the states, municipalities, countries,
district government and the water boards. It is difficult for ordinary citizens, for them it is too abstract
(BMDE).
For the flood risk assessment, the ministry of NRW must work on the biggest river in Germany, the
Rhine. At the lower Rhine, there always has been awareness about the dangers of flooding. Therefore,
NRW has a higher security level than other German states. The risks are very big because when a dyke
breaks somewhere behind Wesel or Xanten, the water will flow over land all the way into the
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IJsselmeer. And that is why the level from Duisburg is comparable to the Netherlands (MENWDE1).
From Duisburg on there is a once in 500-year flood chance. And while the flood chance in the
Netherlands is once in 1250 at the border the dykes are of the same height. This is because in Germany
a higher freeboard is used (MENWDE1).
On the local scale in Germany maps are made conform the Directive. ELDE thinks that the maps would
perform better when the Directive would define how hazard maps should look like. Because now “the
risk maps in German are awful, nobody looks at the risk maps. They are made and then thrown away
because they are to general” (ELDE). By publishing these risk maps also municipalities that did not have
a flood yet, have become aware of the risks. In this respect, there are already positive effects of the
implementation of the Directive (MENWDE1). The maps that are made for the Directive show what
could happen, this information is used for the risk management to give insight into what should not
happen and with what measures can you reach a certain safety level. This performs very well because
it informs everybody about which measurement are needed to establish a safe situation (ELDE).
Table 39 shows that the three-step approach is related to conformance and performance. The flood
risk maps are a good example of this balance since they are conform the Directive however, the
performance lacks. There is also a positive link to performance as the three-step approach is
implemented conform the directive however, the performance of the approach is described as positive
and important.
Table 39 Conformance and performance on Assessment, Maps & Plans at the local scale in Germany

Number of quotations
number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance
5
4

Performance
4
3

4.6.5. Scenario approach
To act conform the Directive the prescribed small and the middle should be used however, the extreme
event is left open. Prior to the Directive RT100 was the extreme scenario. Therefore, the use of the
middle event with a flood RT100, was a revolution for the local scale in Germany. The creeks in
Germany that have a high flood risk have dykes that have a flood chance of once in 25 years (ELDE).
“We are just implementing a programme to get to a safety level of once in 100 years. However, there
is often no space for these measures because houses were built just behind the dyke. In Germany, we
cannot take these houses away like they do in the Netherlands. We do not have such politic power,
therefore that is not an option” (ELDE). Reaching a repetition time of once in a 100 year is a challenge,
some areas in NRW do reach safety levels with a repetition time of once in 500 to 1000 years. There
were hard negotiations between NRW and the Netherlands to agree on a safety level at the bordering
area. Establishing such safety levels is exceptional in Germany (RWSNL2). In Germy the flood that could
happen for a certain repetition time is calculated by a water level that the river could reach. This water
level is then extrapolated over the area that could flood, this is also the flood area shown on the flood
risk maps. This is not conform the Dutch method that calculate the flood areas shown on the maps
with a different method (RWSNL2).
BMDE explains that in Germany climate change is integrated with the scenario approach. “From our
point of view this is integrated, because when we plan our flood protection measures we also orientate
on what we have calculated as extreme scenario. By using that scenario, we covered a very large flood
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risk range” (BMDE). The performance of the scenario approach is described as good or really good.
Because it is necessary to make people understand that there are different kinds of floods, one that is
can happen more often and one that is very rare. People should see the different effects that are
possible when these different floods would happen (BMDE). “People should at least understand that
there are small and large floods and that these small and large floods cause different damages. You
can already tell that from the maps. The citizen does not need to know any more” (BMDE).
The scenario approach is implemented into German policy, conforming to the Directive. The use of
RT100 as middle scenario was new to Germany and was implemented to conform to the Directive. The
scenario approach was also related to performance because of approach performs well. Also to for
example inform the people about flood risks.
Table 40 Conformance and performance on the scenario approach at the local scale in Germany

Conformance
3
2

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
4
2

4.6.6. Public involvement
At the local scale, the water boards try to establish a lot of participation. Especially by stimulating the
flood risk managers at municipalities (ELDE). The performance of this participation can be improved
because “it is very challenging for the states to have a good public consultation and to include the local
levels into the implementation of the Directive. But I have the impression that it goes in the right
direction and that the Floods Directive had a positive impact at the local level of flood protection”
(ICPR). The EC cannot check whether a municipality is holding a meeting with its citizens to discuss the
draft flood risk management plans: “We cannot send people to all the municipalities all year around
and to check what is going on, we rely on the efforts of the member state” (PWEU). BMDE believes that
people have the responsibility to care for themselves. He believes that citizens can take good care of
themselves and improve safety measures. However, that is not yet in everyone his mind, not every
person has realized that he must take care of this (BMDE).
To make people more aware the policy makers must inform the public very well (BMDE). They should
inform them about the flood risks and when they must protect themselves. They can do that with flood
protection measures or by for example insurances. Making people more aware of this should be done
more intense at the local scale in Germany. (BMDE) Since the Municipalities have calculated the risks
they should also inform the people about these risks. However, they often keep this information to
themselves. They do not want to show this information to the people, they do not publish it on the
internet or anywhere else. When they would publish people will say: hey my house is in the flood zone,
this is cannot be, what will you do about this? (ELDE) Nevertheless the municipalities are responsible
for making the plans accessible to the public. And even when the risks are made public it is always
difficult to get people interested in thinking about these abstract risks and plans. BMEDE therefore
thinks: “it is okay that the EU Member States have some space in how they want to involve the public”
(BMDE).
Public involvement is also important for the implementation of the third layer, preparedness. ELDE
thinks that for preparedness: “the most important thing is communication and including the
inhabitants as part of the water risk management circle. At the moment I feel the inhabitants are
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playing a passive role, but you have to give them an active role. They can also get active by themselves...
However, only the information of how high the water could rise in a flood area is not enough, you must
give more. You should provide ideas of what people could do... You can show that with small measures
they can do something. For example: I have a second floor, what should I take to the second floor”
(ELDE). While it is hard to inform and involve people about floods that might take place in the future.
The water board deems it important and is therefore working to establish that: people have at least a
little bit of an idea of what he or she could do or how he or she could act when a crisis happens (ELDE).
Table 41 shows that this topic is related more to performance than to conformance. This is mostly due
to the lack of sharing flood risk information on the local scale. Conform the Directive the water boards
are working on the involvement and awareness of citizens. The performance of making them aware of
their responsibility to take care of themselves or inform them on how to act when a flood will happen
is questioned by the interviewees.
Table 41 Conformance and performance on public involvement at the local scale in Germany

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Conformance
4
2

Performance
7
3

4.6.7. Feedback in the Directive
According to the interviewees on the local scale in Germany the Directive performed well. The
implementation is described as positive (BMDE) or very positive (ELDE). However, the level of
performance could be enhanced by making the Directive more restrictive, to give it more power:
“There should be more pressure by law to do it, to actually implement things... the Directive could entail
more elements like heavy rain” (ELDE). A negative consequence of the implementation of the Directive
is the large amount of work needed for the monitoring. People want more time working on
implementing measures and not work on monitoring everything in detail (BMDE). BMDE thinks that
since the Directive was implemented with such a level of performance and conformance that for the
second cycle a lot should only be updated. Therefore, it will not be more intense to implement the
second cycle (BMDE).
The implementation on the local scale is reported back to the EU level via the federal system. The
district governments ask the municipalities and the other actors how far they are with measure XY Z.
The ministry of NRW and the district governments have developed a monitoring concept described in
paragraph 4.4.7. The water boards also got a form from the district government where they ask
whether measures are finished or still in process. When the measures are still in process the water
board provides a progress indication by indicating a percentage of how far in the process this measure
is (ELDE).
The cyclical process of the Directive with the deadlines that require Member States to complete certain
work is an important part of the Directive. Without that pressure and these deadlines, the
implementation would not have been this positive (BMDE). Although ELDE thinks the six-year cycle is
a good period he also sees a lack of conforming to this continues cycle by local actors. For example,
the municipalities say: I do not know what I should implement now since we have six years for this.
Time will show if we do or do not implement these measures. If you want to kill a project you just give
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it more time and then everybody will have forgotten it. Therefore, I am very curious if the measures
will be realised or that they will disappear into the paper pile (ELDE).
Table 42 shows that only a few quotes were about feedback in the Directive were related to
conformance and performance. The local scale implemented policies to provide feedback to the EC
conform the Directive. This obligation to deliver has a positive impact on the performance since it
forces policy makers to work on flood risk management.
Table 42 Conformance and performance on feedback at the local scale in Germany

Conformance
2
2

Number of quotations
Number of interviewees that provided input:

Performance
2
2

4.6.8. Overview of the conformance and performance
In the overviews of conformance and performance at each topic on the local scale in Germany indicate
that both theoretical lenses are related to this scale. As shown in figure 111 the themes risk
assessment, maps & plans, the scenario approach, feedback in the Directive and influence on policy
the links to conformance and performance are balanced. For each of these themes an equal amount
of performance is a relatively high amount of connections with performance theory. At the theme
flood risk management, there is relatively more conformance and the theme collaboration is only
connected to conformance. As shown in table 43 this balance is based on ten quotes. The table also
shows that the number of quotes that provided input on this scale related to conformance and
performance lower than in the other policy scales. The theme public involvement is the only theme
that is clearly linked more to performance than conformance.
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Relative conformance performance
at the local scale in Germany
Conformance

Performance

Influence policy
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Feedback

Flood risk management
approach

Public involvement

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 11 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the local scale in Germany
Table 43 Overview of conformance and or performance for each of the Directive themes on the local scale in Germany

Influence
policy

Flood risk
management
approach
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4.6.9. Performativity
The content of the Floods Directive was largely in line with local German policy. “One difference is that
the Directive has obliged to consider all waters. While previously we had only considered national
waters that had priority flood problems” (BMDE). Another thing that changed was that flood risk
management that was used before the Floods Directive is replaced by flood risk management. The
Directive changed this and while it is in line with what was already done at the local scale in Germany
it did change the practices a bit. The Directive also made the emphasis on risk in flood management
more important (EDLDE). By adding the word risk the performativity and the management of flood
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changed. A problem with working with flood risk is that it is calculated on floods which could occur.
“You do not say it occurs, it is like health management: are you going to a doctor if you are not sick? It
is the same, and the feeling of these measurements is: expensive, it is expensive but if a flood occurs it
would be much more expensive without these measurements” (EDLE). The problem here is that you
have to invest al lot into sustainable measurement, while the policy makers do not know what the
effect of this measure is in the time that the policy maker is responsible. For local policy makers, it is
sometimes easier to invest in fixing local problems than in preventing things that could happen (ELDE).
On the local scale in Germany also the three-layer approached was basically there before however, it
was not named as such. Since the Directive prescribed it is used and discussed more systematically
(BMDE).
On the local scale implementation is linked to performativity. For example: for the water boards, a very
important part of their work is convincing municipalities that they should implement something. This
while municipalities are focused on earning money where flood risk management implementations
will cost more money without clear (short term) profit. “So, there you have to discuss a lot, it is the
money going on and all the priorities of how to go on with the areas. There are different priorities and
anytime you must discuss this with municipalities the smallest elements of the flood risk management.
That is very federalistic here” (ELDE). Informing local citizens cannot be done by showing them the
Floods Directive. The citizens “should at least understand that there are small and large floods and how
these floods can cause a different amount damage. You can tell these different flood areas from the
maps. The citizen does not need to know more they only want to know whether they should be
concerned and how they could be affected” (BMDE). This knowledge is only conveyed when it fits to
the people that need to receive said knowledge.
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5.

Discussion

5.1. Analysing the impact of the Floods Directive
5.1.1. Influence of Directive on policy
To analyse the effect of the implementation of the Directive on policy, first the policy network in which
the Directive is implemented was researched. During the research, more insights into this network
were gathered, causing this network to include more actors and becoming increasingly complex.
Complex as figure 6 may be, this graphical representation is still considered to be an incomplete
overview of the policy network playing a role in the implementation of the Directive. Looking at figure
6, we can conclude that the implementation of the Directive takes place in a network with diverse
actors, among which ministries, provinces, district ministries, Bezirksregierungen, municipalities,
water boards and other actors such as safety regions. To be able to successfully conform to the
Directive, flood risk management must be implemented using an integral approach across these
different actors.
In line with this call for an integral approach, paragraph 4.1.1 clearly shows the need expressed by
Member States for an international policy on flood risk management. With the WFD already being into
place, Member States had an established international policy piece as a benchmark, and declared they
wanted the flood directive to be “more goal oriented, we think it is important that all Member States
set goals regarding water safety” (SEUNL). The Floods Directive contains a set of measures that must
be implemented in a specific manner in the policy of all Member States, e.g. the flood risk management
approach. Other parts, however, provide Member States with the liberty of implementing these parts
as they see fit, making implementation into existing policy and conformation to the Directive more
evident. The divergent approaches of implementing the Directive, makes it difficult for the EC to check
whether the Directive is implemented appropriately across its Member States. Here, a duality between
conformance and performance appears to arise.
The Netherlands have a rich history in flood protection, and are quite confident that they are
performing very well in this area. Logically, the country was one of the initiators of the Floods Directive,
providing them with considerable influence on the contents of the Directive. This allowed the Directive
to be modelled roughly according to the laws and policies already in place in the Netherlands, thereby
minimizing the effects of implementation of the Directive in the Netherlands. We can conclude that
the Dutch pushed for the implementation of the Directive not so much as to improve their own
policies, but to be able to get a grip on what countries upstream of them were doing in this field.
Nevertheless, when talking in more detail about the themes of the Directive the interviewees talked
about: “we have taken a few steps because of the Directive” (PGNL) and “the Directive has inspired the
first steps for a better connecting of the water column with the crisis column” (MIENL), indicating that
the Directive had some influence on Dutch policy after all.
Despite minimal differences between existent policy and the Directive, when the Directive was
implemented some policy makers thought: “what have we ended up with now?” (WBRNL1). This could
be because the Directive entailed more than expected, would change policies or because it would
require more reporting than expected.
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An example of a policy that did not conform to the wishes of the EC is how the flood risk management
goals are made and described. In the Netherlands water managers are used to making visions without
deadlines while the EC wants clear information is done and when it will be finished (WBRNL1). The
Netherlands does not want to change these ‘visionary plans’ therefore they are still made. The reports
send to the EC contain selectively rewritten parts of these actual plans. This shows that while the
reporting is conform the Directive the policies are based on performance. In the Netherlands, the RWS
and the water boards are very powerful and well-funded. They are responsible to protect against
floods and have done this very well. This resulted in a possibly false trust in the performance of current
policy and the believe that a flood will not occur in the Netherlands.
As described in paragraph 4.3.1 the policies on the national scale in Germany (the national scale
includes the ministry of North Rhine Westphalia) are conform the Directive. These new policies are
often conform old policies however the enforcement and the consciousness about these policies has
really changed because of the Directive (MENWDE1 & BMDE). The local actors are responsible for the
actual implementation, sometimes this local implementation lacks (MENWDE1). This can happen
because the district governments cannot force municipalities to implement, unless third parties are
affected by the absence of implementation. The performance of policies from the municipalities is
questioned. Explaining the large number (relatively 46%) of associations with performance in the
influence the Directive had on local policy in Germany. The interviewees describe that the main reason
for this lack of implementation is: municipalities have a lot of priorities, therefore flood risk measures
might move to the background when there were no floods for some time.
The way policy is implemented differs between the countries, in the Netherlands the Directive is
integrated at all scales via national detailed laws like the water law. While in Germany the national law
leaves space for interpretation, at each scale regulations are added. In Germany, the municipalities are
responsible to implement measures while in the Netherlands the responsibility can be at RWS, the
water boards, the province and or the municipalities.

5.1.2. Flood risk management approach
In this theme four recurring topics existed, these being the three layers of protection, prevention and
preparedness, and the definition of significant floods. These four topics will be discussed in this
paragraph. In both Germany and in the Netherlands flood protection already included the three layers
of flood risk management prior to implementation of the Directive (paragraph 4.3.2 & 4.4.2). However,
the layers were not named and indicated as such. The implementation of the Directive forced the
Member States to use these concepts, as shown in paragraph 4.2.2 this provided easier communication
and a more aligned international implementation. While all actors review this approach as positive, in
this research the implementation of the approach is more often related to performance than
conformance. Out of 164 quotes from the interviews about this topic 55% was associated to
performance (table 45).
As can be read in Paragraph 4.2.2, 4.3.2 and 4.5.2, the Netherlands show a strong focus on protection
over prevention and preparedness. While protection is also part of the Directive the focus on only this
aspect of flood risk protection is not conform the Directive. The focus on protection seems to be
performance based, the Dutch actors chose to establish high safety norms. This is done because the
consequences of a flood in the Netherlands are extremely high. As described in 4.3.2 it is cost-benefit
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feasible, socially desired and historically established that the dykes must not break in the Netherlands.
In the Netherlands, there is a trust on this performance, there has been a focus on protection for a
long time. The Dutch describe that what they are doing is performing well and therefore they do not
want to change their policy. The topic of protection shows very clearly that the Dutch act from this
performance perspective. This sustains the premises of the Netherlands will not change its policy
however, they will describe performing policy in a way that is conform the Directive. To establish this
high performance there are the empowered RWS and water boards. They have the main goal to
protect and do so with technical measures. Having these empowered actors enforces the status quo
of having a clear focus on protection. In other countries like in Germany for example the municipality
is responsible for the water safety they establish different considerations than for example the RWS.
Because the Municipality is also responsible for a lot of other things and does not have the money or
power to do all they want. This difference in power is also noticed when they want to implement a
protection measure, in Germany relocating houses is nearly impossible while with the power of RWS
a lot more can and is done. With this focus the Netherlands has established very high safety norms,
much higher than in Germany (RWSNL2). All interviewees from the Netherlands agree that there is this
strong focus on layer one. Nevertheless, some see the trend that also the Netherlands is doing more
on the other layer. Whether this is because of the Directive is not clear, it is said that the Directive had
a positive influence on this however stating that this trend is established by the Directive is premature.
In Germany, the Wasserhaushaltsgesetz (WHG) influences the second layer of flood risk protection
namely prevention. This law is said to be implemented because of the Floods Directive however the
extend of the law was enhanced by occurring floods in Germany (4.2.2). Because of these floods the
German state implemented a law that requires spatial interventions behind the dyke. ELDE stated that
“suddenly people are thinking about what is behind the dyke. Before that it was only about how high
is the dyke and should it be higher or not, nobody was talking about what will happen if it breaks. This
is getting better, the Directive has a positive influence on our flood risk management” (ELDE). In the
Netherlands the second layer is described as: limiting the consequences of a flood through spatial
planning (IenM, 2015). While in policy documents spatial interventions are described as option in
practice some actors describe that this layer cannot be used for the primary flood defence system in
the Netherlands (4.3.2). If a dyke in the primary system would break the floods will be so extreme that
implementations on this layer will have too little effect, reinforcing again the focus on layer one.
Nevertheless, PWEU describes that whereas this was a taboo before the Dutch are starting to discus
with the population the existence of the residual risk. So, there is a shift in the Netherlands the last 2
years (PWEU). MNNL agrees that with a firm place in the delta programme spatial planning is slowly
becoming a main theme. This shift had an impulse established by the Directive, nevertheless the focus
remains on protection because that is just the most effective (MIENL). As described in paragraph 4.4.2
in Germany the Directive also gave a positive impulse for flood prevention. While prevention was
already done before it got a new formal and required status with the establishment of the Directive.
The conforming use of this second layer is described as positive, in Germany policy makers are now
also looking at what they can do with their spatial planning (4.4.2).
The third layer, preparedness is important within each country however also in international
collaboration. To conform to the Directive and perform better on this topic, countries should share
water level information and for example agree on when to evacuate (4.2.2). The river basin approach
can be used to enhance the performance of preparedness. In the Netherlands the use of this layer is
communicated as crisis management (IenM, 2015). SMIENL describes that in the Netherlands the
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Directive is an important reason to pay more attention to this topic (4.3.2). This shows that the
Directive which was said to have no effect on Dutch policy did enhance attention and gave direction.
Whether this increased attention is solemnly due to the Directive is questionable, RWSNL1 describes
a trend of increasing awareness on this topic over the last twenty years. That “realization gradually
came. that we should prepare for the moment when things will go wrong, that we for example think
about how to evacuate” (RWSNL1). The Directive gave an impulse to the activities of the safety regions
on this topic. Whether they will perform conform the Directive in the next cycle remains to be seen.
Also in Germany MENWDE1 describes that preparedness became more important, it has been thought
about before however it got a different status through the Directive. In Germany, this layer is
implemented into policy conform the Directive however the actual performance of implementation is
questioned: municipalities have the responsibility to establish actual implementation, “however they
do not follow our recommendations” (MENWDE1). It would be very interesting to investigate the
perspectives of German municipalities, the absence of their perspective will be further discussed in
paragraph 5.3.2.
When talking about flood risk management the definition of what a significant flood is was discussed
in most interviews. The discussion was mainly about whether small floods and rain floods are and
should be part of the flood risk management approach of the Directive. In the Netherlands, you talk
about floods when people could die, small floods and water nuisance are not considered. However as
shown in paragraph 4.3.2 an increasing number of policy makers agree that these smaller floods should
be part of flood risk management. This is because it is politically hard to explain that you are only
working on big floods and not on floods that occur much more often. At this point the opinions on this
topic are divided in the Netherlands (RWSNL1). For example, the water boards state that they do want
to do more about water nuisance, however they want to keep this outside of the Directive (WBRIJNL).
In Germany policy makers agree that more attention on this topic is needed, authorities should be
more aware and more top down support will be given. For the maps and measures against floods from
extensive rainfall there is a trend of increased awareness, policies and implementations. On this topic,
there is also the discussion whether heavy rains should be part of the Floods Directive. Most
interviewees want to keep both flood types separate from the Directive (4.4.2). Saying that more
should and will be done however keeping it outside the Directive is interesting. It makes you wonder
why? Will keeping it outside the Directive make it less binding to perform the implementation?
Another reason could be the reporting burden since it could be very hard to report on all small floods
and all heavy rain risks. Another option is that this topic is very important however not in the scope of
the Directive, that the Directive should have a focus on big floods only?

5.1.3. Collaboration in flood risk management
As shown in paragraph 4.1 there are a lot of actors that collaborate at each scale. The focus in this
research is on how the collaboration is of a conforming and or performing nature. To conform to the
Directive there should be collaboration on a river basin scale. To relate to performance the
collaboration should enhance flood risk management however be less to conforming to the Directive.
Collaboration is the theme of the Directive that is mostly related to conformance in this research
(Figure 13). More than 75% of the quotes on this topic are related to conformance, this ratio is
reflected on each scale. On the international scale, a lot of conformance is established by establishing
international collaboration. As described in paragraph 4.2.3 the ICPR establishes a river basin
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approach. This international approach is conform the Directive however it was not established because
of the Directive. The ICPR was founded in 1950 and is a leading international example for river basin
management. Although there already was a lot of international collaboration the European Directives
gave a new impulse to this collaboration (WBRNL). The Directive also establishes a continued
compulsory commitment to collaborate internationally and establish flood risk management plans on
a river basin level (4.2.3).
As shown in paragraph 4.4.3 there is a lot of collaboration at the Dutch-German border area. There are
working groups at all levels: the ministry (in Düsseldorf and Den Haag), the water boards, the
municipalities (from both countries), the provinces and the Kreisse (RWSNL2). This collaboration is
conform the Directive however it is not on a river basin level. A reason for more local collaboration is
that the Netherlands and NRW are in the downstream area of the Rhine. Working on flood risk
management is very different in this area than in the first part of the Rhine. This collaboration between
NRW and the Netherlands is performing very well. This shows that while a river basin approach is
wanted and prescribed a more local yet international collaboration can add to this international
approach. In the Rhine basin, you see a clear basin approach with the ICPR, complementary is the more
local however strong collaboration between NRW and the Netherlands.
Working together is one of the fundaments of the solidarity principle, the principle that a member
state will not implement measures that will negatively affect the flood risk in another member state.
This solidarity principle is described as one of the main reasons the Netherlands wanted the Directive
and pushed to implement it. The actors in the Netherlands wanted to get a grip on the upstream
implementations. As shown in paragraph 4.2.3 the Netherlands and Germany went a step further than
not causing problems downstream, they co-invest with money and space in measures that are
beneficial to both countries. At the border area, there is the ambition to establish a joint spatial and
flood risk management vision on the cross-border dyke rings (PGNL).

5.1.4. Risk assessment, maps, flood risk management approach
At the three steps of this approach aspects of conformance and or performance are almost equally
identified in this research. Nearly all interviewees agree that to use these three steps is positive.
RWSNL2 recognizes that countries can learn from the implementation of this approach in other
countries.
To establish the flood risk assessment the Netherlands made use of the transitional clause in the
Directive. Since this clause is part of the Directive the use is also conform the Directive. By using this
clause, the Netherlands indicate that what they already did performed so well that it can be used for
the Directive as well (4.3.4). This shows that also on this topic the Netherlands starts from the idea
that what they already did performs well and should therefore fit the requirements of the Directive.
In Germany, a new risk assessment was started conform the requirements of the Directive (4.4.4).
The Directive required Member States to establish flood risk maps and make them public. Making
these maps public made some actors like municipalities nervous, since now people could see which
area has a flood risk and get worried (4.5.4). Nevertheless, it is generally seen as positive that the maps
are made public, it is even described as one of the profits of the Directive (4.3.4). By publishing these
risk maps also municipalities that did not have a flood yet, have become aware of the risks. In this
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respect, there are already positive effects established by the implementation of the Directive
(MENWDE1).
As described in paragraph 4.3.4, 4.4.4 and 4.5.4 NRW and the Netherlands established flood risks maps
conform the Directive. Nevertheless, the maps do not match at the border since a different method to
go from flood risk to flood area was used. While both maps are conform the Directive, they are not
conform each other. This shows that when you collaborate you have to discuss all parts of the method,
now the countries learned that they did something different when the maps were established. NRW
and the Dutch policymakers are currently discussing to accomplish a method that establishes the same
flood areas on both sides of the border for the flood risk maps of the next cycle (4.5.4). Another aspect
where the maps differ is that in the Netherlands floods use calculations where just a part of the dyke
floods while in Germany the maps with a RT100 show what area would be flooded when the dykes
would not be there. This is done to make people more aware of why the dykes are there and why it is
necessary to invest in them. BMDE thinks that the maps should also show the flood risks from smaller
rivers and from flash floods (BMDE).
The flood risk maps in Germany and in the Netherlands, are conform the Directive however they lack
on the performance aspect. The maps made for the Directive are said to be: dramatic (SGMNL1), awful,
they are made and then thrown away (ELDE) and they do not fit the needs of the citizens (UWNL). In
the Netherlands, new more usable maps were published (4.3.4). A reason for the lack of performance
is the lack of usability, this lack originated from a focus on conforming to the Directive. While some
argue that the usability should have had the focus. In these choices, there is clear difference when
there is a focus on conformance oppositely to performance. An example of establishing more usable
maps could be making a flexible and updatable online map (4.5.4). While the maps are described as
almost unusable you also see that those maps provide the safety regions with a tool to find where
interventions are needed (RWSNL1). And the maps also provide the basis for establishing (frmp) flood
risk management plans (4.6.4).
In this research, the EC had yet to review the flood risk management plans, this could be the reason
why there was not a lot of discussion on this topic. In the Netherlands actors describe that the frmp
were established only to conform to the Directive: “Without the Directive we would never have
established a flood risk management plan” (SMIENL). And while some do not see any added value
(4.5.4) others describe that the added value is that, for the first time all flood risk implementations in
the Netherlands are written down in one comprehensive document (4.3.4). The frmp lack more added
value because they only describe the policies and measures that are already implemented or planned.
Again, the Dutch see their policy as performing well enough to just be described and send to the EC.
This shows that extra effort is done to establish the frmp to conform to the requirements of the Floods
Directive.

5.1.5. Scenario approach
The scenario approach is rather a small topic in this research, not a lot is said about it by the
interviewees. This could be since this is a rather specific topic. However, this approach is related to
other topics like the flood risk assessment, the frm and the frmp. Therefore, a lot about using scenarios
is already explained in that theme. Nevertheless, the scenario approach is a good or really good
approach (4.5.5, 4.5.5. and 4.6.5). It is a logical method that gives insight in what could happen in the
worst case and in a more probable scenario (MENWDE). It is also usable for public involvement since
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it makes people understand that there are different kinds of floods with different risks and effects
(BMDE). The approach is even seen as an important improvement established by the Floods Directive
(WBRNL2).
In the Netherlands working with risk scenarios was quite common, in Europe the RT100 was widely
used also before the Directive. Also in Germany, the RT100 was used, however it used to be the
extreme scenario. It is still seen as the more realistic view of what could happen, it shows people who
live behind the dyke what would happen if the dyke was not there (MENWDE2). Using the RT100 as
average scenario and therefore also using it for smaller rivers was a revolution for Germany. In
Germany, they are struggling to establish a security level of RT100, they do reach it at some places
however clearly not everywhere (4.4.5 and 4.6.5). When policy makers try to implement a safety level
that is conform this scenario they are blocked by a lack of power. In Germany, there are houses just
behind the dyke. Unlike in the Netherlands, in Germany the water boards do not have the politic power
to take these houses away (ELDE). By having more power, the Dutch flood risk management policy
makers can accomplish better performing flood protection.
RWSNL2 states that: “this extreme scenario was put in the Directive because of the Netherlands”
(RWSNL2). In the Netherlands, this extreme scenario is most used and the scenario approach is positive
when the extreme event can be chosen (4.5.5). What the extreme scenario should be is not prescribed
by the Directive therefore establishing any scenario is conform the Directive. As described in paragraph
4.3.5, 4.4.5, 4.5.5 and 4.6.5 the extreme scenario in the Netherlands is different form the extreme
scenario in Germany. In the Netherlands, a RT of 1250 years is used, after hard negotiations North
Rhine-Westphalia almost joined by using RT1000 (RWSNL2). Other than a different RT the
consequences of the flood scenario are calculated with a different method. The different methods
described in 4.4.5 are conform the Directive and are performing well in each country. But when the
international maps were made the different RT and the different method established different maps
as discussed in 4.1.3. This difference that establishes a lack of performance when working on
international river basin level is initiated by the lack of a prescribed extreme scenario. There are
indications that the EC wants to establish a more uniform extreme scenario (MENWDE1). How they
want to do this is not clear yet, this research does however show that the Netherlands does not want
to change the scenario they are using. And using that scenario will not work for other Member States,
therefore accomplishing more uniformity will be a difficult however interesting problem.

5.1.6. Public involvement
The Directive is not explicitly prescribing on the theme of public involvement. The Directive does
provide an incentive to establish more public involvement. For example, by stating that all relevant
stakeholders should be involved. Almost all interviewees agree that active public involvement on the
local scale is very important (4.5.6 & 4.6.6). The effect on public involvement of the Directive differs
between countries. Member States that did not have a lot of public involvement before are very happy
to establish this now with the Directive. In the Netherlands policy makers describe that the Directive
had not a lot of impact on public involvement (4.3.6).
In the Netherlands, public involvement is a common good, they are used to it and they think it is normal
that the public is involved. WBRIJNL describes that the public participation only works when it is used
at the local scale and only when actual spatial plans are being made. For this theme, the Netherlands
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state that what they are doing is performing well enough, therefore they do not see the need to
organize an additional process of public participation (PGNL). The policy makers in the Netherlands
agree that public participation should be done at the local scale. They describe that you should not go
to the public with something as abstract as the Directive. At the local scale, the abstract Directive
should be translated into a clear, local and spatial massage, with such a message you can reach the
public (4.5.6). ELDE also sees that participation is most important on the local scale in Germany,
especially since the municipalities are responsible for this. While public involvement is very important,
when it comes to water safety other interests may overweigh the opinion of the participants. The
performance of protection against floods is seen as being even more important. It is even established
by law that the Dutch government should protect its citizens against floods (4.3.6). This shows that the
performance of flood protection is of the highest priority, it also provides bodies like the RWS and the
water boards with a lot of decisive power.
Other than involving the public in policy making and at the implementation phase public involvement
also entails informing the public. On the international scale, the public is not involved directly for
establishing policy however the EC and the ICPR try to inform the public. As described in paragraph
4.2.6 a lot of information is made public via for example internet. By making information public they
also try to make people more aware of the flood risks. Also in Germany and in the Netherlands a lot is
done to inform the public (4.5.6 & 4.6.6). Nevertheless, the performance of establishing flood risk
awareness might be lacking. In Germany, the municipalities who are responsible for informing the
public hold information to themselves because otherwise people could get worried and complain
against the municipality (4.6.6). In the Netherlands, it is also noticed that a risk of RT1000 is to abstract
for non-experts. Another coherent problem that is seen in both countries is that a flood has not
happened for a long time. Now people have the feeling it is safe, therefore they have other things on
their mind than a flood that could maybe happen once in 1250 years (4.5.6 & 4.6.6). This lack of
awareness in the Netherlands established by the trust in the water organizations nourished by the
increasing safety norms is a problem by RWS, water boards, municipalities and safety regions.

5.1.7. Feedback in the Directive
This theme was established to research how information was provided to the European Commission
(EC) and feedback back from the EC. During the research, the overall review on the Directive itself also
got a place in this theme. On the international scale, the EC assesses the reports provided by the
Member States. The EC will also provide an evaluation of the Directive itself, this evaluation will take
place in 2019. Depending on this evaluation there may be a revision of the Directive to enhance its
performance (PWEU). While the countries are already working on the implementation of the second
cycle there is still no feedback from the EC on the flood risk management plans. This while this feedback
could help and guide the countries in the second cycle (4.3.7 & 4.5.7). This is a shortcoming from the
EC, especially since enough time has passed since the final reports were handed in. Having the
feedback at the start of the second cycle is more useful than getting it halfway the implementation or
even later.
In Germany, there was a clear focus on one negative side of the Directive namely the reporting. It is
described as terrible and too much work, taking time that could have been used to implement policy
(4.4.7 & 4.6.7). The reporting burden in Germany could be worse because they have an extra policy
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layers in their Federal system. Even though both countries describe that they only report what they
already intend to do, still the reporting is a burden. No new ideas are established for the reporting, this
is done because when a country reports that they will do something they also need to actually
implement it. When a county does not implement what they reported to do they have to explain to
the EC why they did not implement it (4.3.7). An interesting point made by SMIENL is that the
Netherlands might be reviewed by a court precisely because they are the ‘best child of the class’. It is
very efficient to see how good the best is, when even they are not good enough than the rest will be
even worse (SMIENL). The idea of the Dutch being the best is questionable, while the performance in
the Netherlands on flood risk management is renowned as world class. The conformance to the
Directive might not be lacking. In the Netherlands, the starting point of the implementation is: what
the Netherlands is doing is good, how this fits the Directive is less important. An interviewee from the
water board makes a striking point about this: “I think that we need to take what is asked from the
Netherlands more into account, not assuming that we know what needs to be done. So, stop telling our
own story and start by answering the question” (WBRNL2).
Most interviewees agree that the positive effect of the Directive is much less in the Netherlands and
Germany than it can have in other countries that had less flood risk policy. Nevertheless, the overall
implementation of the Floods Directive is described as positive or very positive by most policy makers
on all scales (4.2.7, 4.3.7, 4.4.7, 4.5.7 and 4.6.7). The effect on German and Dutch policy is described
much less because these countries already did a lot on flood risk management. In all parts of the
research you see that the policy before the Directive was already largely conform the Directive. Also,
the six-year period is reviewed as a good period (4.3.7, 4.5.7). The cyclical process of the Directive with
the deadlines that require Member States to complete certain work is an important positive part of
the Directive (4.6.7).
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5.1.8. Overview of conformance and performance
The hypothesis of this research is that all policy is conform the Directive. As indicated by figure 12 this
hypothesis is rejected however, the when input is related to performance this does not exclude the
option that it was conform the Directive. The international scale relates more to conformance than to
performance. This was expected since the Directive itself was established on this international scale.
Nevertheless, there are also 57 quotes about the international scale related to performance. This is
due to the information about how the Directive is performing and because of the close link between
the Directive and performance. This link to performance originates from the reason why the Directive
was established. The Directive was established to enhance flood risk management performance. The
Directive is said to be performance based.
As indicated by the overview shown in figure 12 and table 44 at most policy scales about two-thirds of
the input on the influence on policy of the Directive is associated with conformance. However, on the
local scale in the Netherlands the influence on policy is for two-thirds associated with performance.
On the local and national scale in the Netherlands everything starts with the premises that what they
are doing in the Netherlands is performing well. Even when actors agree that the Directive had
influence and that their work is mostly conform the Directive the performance is the basis of all policies
and implementations. Dutch policy and implementation was performing very well before the Directive.
Therefore, policy makers did not want the Directive to change their policies. In Germany and in the
Netherlands the policies from before the Directive were already largely in line with the Directive. That
the Directive is mostly conform former Dutch policy is because the Netherlands had a lot of influence
on the content of the Directive. While it was established in a cyclical process with input from all
member states, the Netherlands pushed hard on the establishment as well as on its content. The
indicates that Dutch and German policy from prior to the directive also were in line with each other.
Figure 12 indicates that in Germany policy was more related to conformance than in the Netherlands.
The newly implemented policies in Germany are largely or fully conform the Directive. Nevertheless,
in Germany policy is related quite often to performance. However, the Germans do not start with the
idea of our policy is performing well therefore we do not want to change it. These policies are therefore
based more on conformance than performance. The connections with performance on the national
scale are mostly due to the lack of uniformity in working and reporting between the federal states.
Each federal state implements the Directive a little different making the national report that is send to
the EC inconsistent. What these differences between the states in Germany are was not found in this
research due to the focus on only NRW. The performance the local scale is mostly due to the doubts
about the performance of actual implementation of measures by the municipalities.
As indicated by table 44 there is a shift from conformance on the national scale to performance on the
local scale. This is acknowledged by actors from the water boards that indicating that conforming to
the Directive is something that is done at ministry level. While at the local scale there is a focus on the
performance of their policies (WBRNL1, WBRNL2 and WBRIJNL). On the local scale, all interviewees
indicate that the performance of policy in flood risk management is more important than conforming
to the Directive. Local policy makers indicate that the Directive should be implemented on a higher
policy level. The local scale will then conform to for example, the national policies and will therefore
also be conform the Directive. Nevertheless, conforming to the Directive is not the main focus nor the
reason for establishing new policy.
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Conformance and or Performance at each scale level
Conformance

Performance

International
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

National Germany

National NL

20%
10%
0%

Local Germany

Local NL

Figure 12 overview of conformance to performance ratio per policy scale

Table 44 overview of conformance to performance ratio per policy scale

International
Conformance

113

Local
Germany
45

Performance

57

33

95

Local NL
81

National
Germany
49

National
NL
127

112

32
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Figure 13 and table 45 provide an overview of the relation between conformance,
performance and the themes of the Directive. As shown most themes relate to conformance
as well as performance. At the theme influence on policy slightly more relations with
conformance are found compared to performance. While this theme was related more to
performance in the Netherlands the other scales are more related to conformance.
The theme flood risk management is related more to performance than to conformance. This is due
to the need for flood risk management to perform making performance the more important factor to
influence policy. Especially in the Netherlands there is a clear focus on the performance of layer one:
“we do everything for these dykes. We will strengthen all those dykes. So yes, in a way it is true that
the other layers should not be necessary anymore” (MNNL). However, policy in the Netherlands is
moving in conformance to the Direcive: most interviewees describe that the second layer is
becoming more important in the Netherlands. For example: “The inferior theme of spatial planning is
slowly becoming a main theme.
The theme of collaboration is relatively the most conformance related theme. This is because
collaboration is by definition conform the Directive. The performance that is described here is about
the lack or bad level of collaboration.
The flood risk maps are a good example of this balance since they are conform the Directive
however, the performance lacks. There is also a positive link to performance as the three-step
approach is implemented conform the directive however the performance of the approach is
described as positive and important. The maps are often related to a lack of performance since they
are not usable or there is a miss match on the international scale.
As shown in figure 13 the scenario approach is related to conformance and performance. The
conformance is mainly established by the conforming use of the approach. The performance is
mostly about the extreme event and the different uses of this scenario. The use of this scenario is
often performance based.
The themes of public involvement and feedback in the Directive are both related to performance and
conformance. Where again the Netherlands established more connections to performance while in
Germany more conformance based policy was described.
Although a balance between conformance and performance seems to work, enhancing the obligation
to conform the performance could be higher. “There should be more pressure by law to do it, to actually
implement things... the Directive could entail more elements like heavy rain” (ELDE).

96

Relative conformance and performance at each
theme of the Directive
Conformance

Performance

Influence policy
80%
70%
60%

Feedback

Flood risk management
approach

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Public involvement

Collaboration

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps & Plans

Figure 13 overview of the conformance to performance ratio in the main themes of the Direcitve
Table 45 overview of the conformance to performance ratio in the main themes of the Direcitve

Influence policy

Flood risk
management
approach

Collaboration

Assessment,
Maps & Plans

Scenario
approach

Public
involvement

Feedback

Conformance

101

74

101

44

21

34

40

Performance

85

90

31

42

24

31

35
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5.1.9. Performativity
In this research, the input related to performativity derived from the interviews is much less than for
performance and conformance. While for performance and conformance around 400 quotes were
associated with each theoretical lens, for performativity this was only 145. Why there was so less input
or associations with performativity were found will be discussed further in chapter 5.2.3. For
performativity, there is also a big difference of input between the two countries. Where for the
international, national and local scale in the Netherlands about 40 quotes were associated with
performativity per scale, in Germany this was only around ten (4.4.9, 4.6.9). This could be due to the
lack of German speaking skills of the interviewer. By not speaking German fluently less was asked about
how things are said written and defined, therefore I would not understand the subtle differences.
When analysing the interviews, I had to translate the German making it less authentic and probably
translating it to words I knew and were familiar with. By being translated these quotes perform less
interesting aspects of performativity.
The Directive itself is a good example of the importance of performativity. By being a European
Directive all Member States must do what is stated in this Directive. This power established by the
simple fact that it is a Directive shows how important the implications of a text and its content can be.
Therefore, what is written in the Directive and how this it is written is also very important. As shown
in this research the Directive was written in such a way that there is room for interpretation. This room
for interpretation can be used by countries to implement the Directive in a way they think is best
(4.2.9). While this room for interpretation establishes a lot of different ways of implementation and
subsequent reporting, it is also a way of establishing a policy document that can be used in all European
Member States. This is needed because the flood risks in for example the Netherlands are completely
different from the flood risks in the mountains in Italy. The floods are different, the risks are different
and the needed implementation of flood risk management is therefore also different (SEUNL). That
some room for interpretation is very important is endorsed by all interviewees however some also
state that the Directive could be improved by being a bit more precise (ICPR, 4.2.9). The words that
are used in the Directive are related to performativity. By using certain terms and approaches in the
Directive also all Member States will have to use these terms and approaches. For example, because
of the Floods Directive “we are now speaking about flood risk management, which considers the
prevention, preparedness, protection and crisis management together” (ICPR). The use of the same
terms and approaches is seen as a positive effect of the Directive: “nowadays it is more defined, the
topics are more defined, that is much better” (ELDE). Speaking the same language and using the same
words and definitions enhances international collaboration (4.2.3). Countries can now understand
each other better and are working on the same things with the same concepts.
As described the implementation of flood risk management is reviewed via reporting that Member
States are obligated to hand in to the European Commission (EC). This duty to report enables the EC
to check whether the Member States are implementing flood risk management conform the Directive.
This reporting is often seen as a burden by the implementing organisations (4.2.9). These reports take
a lot of time to make while these reports have little to no effect on the actual implementation in
Germany and the Netherlands. The effect is low because the reports are describing measures and plans
that are already made, it does not establish new policy (4.3.1, 4.4.1). While the Directive is not
prescribing what must or should precisely be in the reports, in Germany the ministry has gone into
great prescribing detail (4.4.9). This could be because in the federal system of Germany each federal
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states implements the Directive differently and therefore also establishes different reports. Since the
national state must deliver one coherent report it ought to be smart to provide prescribing guidelines
to the federal states (4.4.9). In the Netherlands, local organisations are asked to deliver information or
reports to the provincial scale. The provinces bundle the information and send it to the ministry. On
the national scale, the ministry combines all information into one comprehensive report (4.3.9).
Multiple interviewees indicate that the EU will try to streamline the contents of the reports (SMIENL).
The EC wants to compare the implementation of the Member States, therefore more quantitative
reports are desired. The Netherlands struggled with the way in which plans are presented. The EC
wants reports about what is done and not about visions where you want to work towards (WBRNL1,
4.5.9, 4.3.9). Since the Directive is binding, the plans countries describe in their report must be
implemented. When a Member state fails to implement what they reported they must explain to the
EC why they did not implement and what they will do about it. “This discourages to find innovative
things or to be more risky and experimental. Because they know, if we state this, we are obliged to give
some results” (ICPR, 4.2.9). Now the reports only contain plans that are already implemented or will
certainly be implemented. This provides an incomplete view of the actual situation since more plans
and or visions are already made (4.3.9).
The importance of performativity becomes clear when the effect of the Directive on citizens is
discussed. All interviewees describe that the Directive should not end up by citizens. The juridical text
and implications should be translated into messages that are understandable for local citizens. The
message should be applicable for them, provide knowledge, insights in the risks and should have a
perspective of action (BMDE, MNNL, 4.5.9, 4.6.9).
In this research, there are some good examples of how choosing words in the Directive has influenced
flood risk management. The first example is using the word risk in flood risk management, this entails
using a risk approach in flood protection. While the risk approach has many benefits it also provides
problems. When talking about risk you talk about floods that might occur, for the extreme scenario
this is often a flood that could occur once in for example a thousand years. For local policymakers and
citizens this might be too abstract. In Germany, for example, interviewees describe that local policy
makers rather invest in fixing problems with clear results than in measures that cost a lot however, will
prevent floods (4.6.9). This indicates that implementation is done reaction based while in flood
protection prevention is key. Implementing measures on flood risk reaction based can be catastrophic
when a flood will happen. Especially since, the consequences of a flood will be enormous in this area.
Prescribing the three-layer safety approach is new, while the concepts of the approach were already
used in Germany and the Netherlands now measures are related to this approach more systematically
(4.6.9, 4.3.9). In the Netherlands, the definition of the three-layer approach is changed by giving the
three layers different names and defining them differently. By changing the layer of prevention to
measures in spatial planning you focus on one measure that is part of prevention. By defining this layer
in such a way, you establish a limited view on possibilities. A definite reason for why this was done was
not found in this research, it could be related to the focus on the first layer namely protection. Since
the approach is in the Directive the use of three layers is researched more often and when measures
in for example spatial planning are implemented it is described as prevention (4.3.9). The last example
is the definition of floods, the Directive describes that implementation applies to all significant floods.
In the Netherlands and Germany, the definition of significant excluded small floods from for example
rainwater. By defining significant floods in this way all measures for rain flood protection and maps
about rain floods are excluded from the scope of the Floods Directive (4.5.9). As described in paragraph
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4.3.2, 4.4.2, 4.5.2 and 4.6.2 there is a lot of discussion whether these smaller or rainwater floods should
be part of the scope of the Directive.

5.2. Evaluation of the theoretical lenses
5.2.1. Conformance
This research is built around the notion that when the European Commission establishes a Directive,
Member States will conform their policy to this Directive. Using the concept of conformance in this
research provided insights on whether the policies established in the different scales are conform the
Directive. It showed where the ideas and approaches of the Directive were implemented as prescribed
by the Directive and where policies are not conform the Directive. Policies that are not conform to the
Directive indicate that the implementation of the Directive failed. Discovering what policies were not
implemented in conformance with the Directive and why they were not implemented shows insight
into the usefulness and added value of the Floods Directive. Additionally, using the theoretical lens of
conformance enhances this research. It supports the main hypothesis that policies should be conform
to the Directive and finds where it is not.
Although the benefits of using a conformance theory lens were significant, it gave room for
interpretation. For example, when the Directive does not provide clear guidelines like with the extreme
scenario of the scenario approach. Lacking such scenario description, gave no clear guidelines for
Member State to obtain the rules. As a result, no insight is provided into the actual implementation or
the effect on policy of the Directive. Nevertheless, room for interpretation was described by most
interviewees as being essential for the applicability of the Directive. Flood risk management cannot be
implemented the same way in all members states for all rivers and some sort of room to implement
flood risk management is necessary. Giving a wide range of options to the Directive, the notion of
policy being conform to the Directive becomes less insightful. By using not only conformance theory
this problem is partly overcome.

5.2.2. Performance
The second theoretical lens of performance was used complementary to conformance. This to
research whether policies that do not conform the Directive were established with a performance
perspective. However, the performance perspective also provided insights into the reviewing process
of an implemented policy. By using a performance perspective, it showed that policies with a conform
to the Directive are established by performance. Showing that the use of this second lens not only
provided insight in policies not related to conformance, it also showed that in conformance relatable
policies performance aspects were decisive. This was often seen with flood risk management in the
Netherlands where the focus was on the performance of the Dutch standard. After the policies were
established to the needed performance standard, policymakers will look at how they report on these
policies to establish a report that is conform the Directive.
When the Directive provided a lot of room for diverse implementations the performance lens provided
insight into what extent the Directive influenced policy and gave insights into performance levels.
Researching a wide arrange of performances will provide useful information about where the Directive
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could be improved or where implementation of policy seemed to fail. All these insights are very
important when analysing the implementation of a Directive into policy. Therefore, the use of the
theoretical lens of performance is extremely applicable for this research.

5.2.3. Performativity
The concept of performativity is used in this research to describe how certain words, texts and
definitions effect flood risk management. While the theory is about power words, it does not fit into
this research. This was partly because performativity is a concept that is defined and described
differently by multiple sources (2.1.4). The lack of clarity and unambiguity also established a possibility
to use the concept in an angle that would fit this research. The vague nature of the theoretical concept
had his challenges, especially in relating the input from interviewees to the concept of performativity.
The interviews where often focussed on the performativity rather than the theoretical lens.
Nevertheless, it provided insights in the consequences of using words, definitions and the uses of
leaving room for interpretation.
As described in paragraph 5.1.9 the lack of knowledge of the German languages has also played a role
in providing less input regarding this theoretical concept. It becomes harder to relate gathered data
when words are twisted to fit the research. Adding a different language makes relating and using the
already difficult to grasp theoretical lens even more difficult. Using this concept is also challenging
because it is different from previous studies theories. While conformance and performance are
intertwining, related and sometimes contrary concepts performativity is separate. This also becomes
apparent in the structure of this thesis where conformance and performance are described and
discussed together. The performativity is found, described and discussed separately.
During my research, I thought about removing this concept from my thesis, however, there are
important insights that are established by and related to this theoretical concept. Without the use of
performativity an important part of this research would be lacking and thus was too important to
remove. The part of how things are said and written down is very important when researching the
effects of documents like the Directive or other policies. As described in paragraph 2.1.4: a socialinteraction theoretical perspective is an useful approach to understand what is actually happening
(Mastop & Faludi, 1997).
Since using performativity provides important insights to this topic, it would be useful to research
whether another theory might fit a research on policy and its words even better. A different angle of
the theoretical lens of performativity or even a different theory could also be used. This to fill the gap
that conformance and performance theory have for the use and power of words. This gap is very
important when the research is about a document where the written words effect the change in policy
that is researched. The angle of the theoretical lens performativity used in this research provided
useful insights in especially to the non-German interviews. Therefore, I would argue that when used
right and with enough knowledge about the language the theoretical lens of performativity is well
suited to this research.
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5.2.4. Review the combination of the three theoretical lenses
As shown throughout this research and briefly discussed in paragraph 5.2.1 and 5.2.2. The theoretical
lenses of conformance and performance are very suitable for analysing the effect the Floods Directive
has on policy. These theoretical lenses gave insight in what aspects of policy were affected by the
Directive and those effected policies were changed to conform the Directive or are they established
based on their performance. By being interlinked concepts the interpretation process of describing
policy as being related more to conformance or to performance depends on judgements. A conceptual
theoretical framework was used to process and interpret interviews, this was done to decrease the
level of bias. Nevertheless, the process of relating policy to conformance or performance is still largely
based on my expert judgement. To result in a less biased interpretation of interviews, it should be
interpreted by more than one person. In the discussion of this research the already interpreted policies
that are now linked to conformance and or performance are again interpreted to find and explain why
and how policies are conformance or performance based. This is to analyse the effect that the Directive
had, and research where other thing influenced policy more than the Directive. This dependency on
expert judgement with risks of bias is increased by using overlapping concepts such as conformance
and performance.
Because the theoretical lenses of conformance and performance were used, a lot of policies that are
conform the Directive were related to performance in this research. This was often seen in Dutch
policies who were established to perform. However, they are also fitted to conform to the Directive.
These insights would have been missed when the performance theory was not used and could have
led to the wrong conclusion: that these policies are the effect of the Directive would have been made.
When the Directive provided room for interpretation the use of conformance and performance
provided a more in depth understanding of what the effect of the Directive is or is not in these themes.
The use of the third theoretical lens is important because it shows the influence words and definitions
have on policies Using this lens provided insight on how the room for interpretations originated and
what the consequences are. The use of performance and conformance in combination with
performativity theory provided extra insights in the way of conveying the conformance and or
performance.
The three theoretical lenses complement each other and cover most aspects that are important in
policy implementation. Therefore, the use of conformance, performance and performativity is
recommended for analysing complex policy implementations and where an addition to this research.
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5.3. Evaluation of the used methods
5.3.1. Case selection
The selected case is relevant for this research because this case demonstrates the Floods Directive.
The selection of two lands in one river basin made the research more relevant since the international
river basin approach is an important approach in the Directive. Additionally, this case was also selected
because it enabled to do interviews in person and in the language preferred by the interviewee. The
Rhine is one of the biggest and most important rivers in Europe, floods from this river can have an
enormous and catastrophic impact. Researching the effects of the EU Floods Directive on such an
important river is interesting and insightful.
Germany and the Netherlands have comparable flood risks and comparable flood risk management.
Especially NRW has a water board system that can be compared to that of the Netherlands. These
countries are however not an average European country when it comes to flood risk management. The
Netherlands are globally known for their flood protection and Germany has a history of managing their
floods. These countries will not provide a representative view that provides insights in the effects of
the Directive in all Member States. The selected case has together with the ICPR one of the oldest and
claims to be one of the best working international river management organisations. This is also not
representative of the effect the Directive has on international flood protection organisations in Europe.
Even though its lack of representability, the research provided interesting insights in the effects of an
EU Directive on countries. Mostly, such countries have already implemented national policies. In this
case the differentiation between conformance and performance is more interesting than in countries
that had no flood management, since they will probably implement much more conform the Directive.

5.3.2. Interviews
The interviews done for this research form the basis of most provided insights on the actual effects of
the Directive on policy. The interviews provide information from people who are working on the
implementation of the Directive. However, there are also negative aspects of using interviews as a
primary source.
For this research, a limited number of people were interviewed. To establish less biased and
opinionated input more interviews must be held. As shown in the policy network there are much more
actors involved than interviewed for this research. This establishes a knowledge gap in the effect the
Directive had on those missing actors and organisations. An important missing group are the
municipalities in Germany. As shown in policy network in figure 6, more organizations are involved in
the implementation of the Directive. Also, interviewing more people at the participating organizations
might have provided other insights. Nevertheless, I was very content that at each researched policy
scale interviewees from the important flood risk policy making organisations were interviewed.
The interviews were all but one done in person, which enhanced the study by visiting flood risk
management places. Additionally, interviewees tend to provide more information and elaborate more
when they are at their work place. I also noticed that since the interviewer made the effort to come to
the interviewee they took more time for the interview. Doing the interviews in the language preferred
by the interviewees made it easier for them to explain and elaborate on interesting topics. Speaking
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German as a second language, it was hard to understand. Therefore, asking in-depth questions gave
more difficulties. Since other languages than English were used in the interviews, the interviews had
to be translated which could be resulted in a bigger bias. Especially when the translation is done by
someone who is not very knowledgeable about German, words can be translated wrong or taken out
of contexts. This was especially important for the concept of performativity where especially the exact
words with their explicit meaning are important.

5.3.3. Data analysis
The first step in analysing the interviews is transcribing. Then, transcripts are analysed with theoretical
lenses, different scales and seven themes of the Directive. Although expert knowledge and the
conceptual theoretical framework are used to find relations between the input and the theoretical
concepts, this analysis is subjected to bias. After this first relating input to the theoretical lenses,
different scales and seven themes of the Directive the input must be described in a result chapter.
Selected quotes must be translated and put into a comprehensive text. In this research, the quotes are
used to guide the reader through the insights that were gathered per theme of the Directive on each
scale. For information of an interview to get linked to a piece of text the quote had to be related with
a scale, a theme and preferably to a theoretical concept.
In the result paragraphs, also quantitative data is also shown. It shows how much quotes about the
topic were related to conformance and how much to performance. This does not show how relevant,
long or useful this quote was. This qualitative data does provide an indication of how this theme on
that scale relates to performance and or conformance. By presenting this quantitative information
next to the qualitative information a comprehensive view of the insights was given. Nevertheless, the
presented information is an interpretation of interviews. The interviews are not objective nor is the
interpretation.
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5.4. Recommendations
During this research, the following recommendations for further research were found:
•

•
•
•

Researching the implementation of the Directive in other countries. Such a research showing
how others implemented flood risk policy would provide insight to the EC and other member
states on how implementation could be improved (RWSNL2).
Researching the implementation of the Directive on other types of rivers with resulting
different flood risk and therefore different policy.
Researching how the strong collaboration in water management between the Netherlands and
North Rhine Westphalia effects, the collaborations between NRW and the other federal states.
It would be interesting to do a more in-depth research on: the consequences of the amount of
power water boards have in a country and how this power relations in influence flood risk
management policy.
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6.

Conclusion

The main research question of this study was: how is the EU Floods Directive implemented into policy
on the international, national and local scale in the selected part of the river Rhine viewed through the
theoretical lenses of conformance, performance and performativity? This question is answered
throughout this thesis that analyses the effect of the implementation. This analysis was done by
studying the implementation of the seven main themes of the Directive into policy through the three
theoretical lenses.
The main difference in the implementation of the Directive between the Netherlands and Germany is
their starting perspective on how the Directive is implemented into policy. The Netherlands built on
the idea that their flood risk protection is performing very well. Since this performance is very
important, conforming to the Directive is less important. Policies are implemented based on their
performance thereafter these policies are described in a way that they are also conform the Directive.
Therefore, the Directive was ‘implemented policy poor’ and had ‘no effect on Dutch water
management’. Dutch policy is nevertheless often conform the Directive, because the directive is most
in line with Dutch policy. The influence the Netherlands had in the establishment of the Directive has
certainly contributed to this. In Germany, the implementation of the Directive is a more top down
process where the reason to implement policy is to conform to the Directive. Furthermore, in Germany
the Directive is largely conform prior policy. Nevertheless, the reason to implement is different. In
Germany policy implementation is more focused on conforming to the Directive than in the
Netherlands. However, also in Germany performance in flood risk management is very important. This
difference is reflected in figure 14, showing an overview of the conformance and performance ratio
per policy scale. As expected the international scale where the Directive was established is related
predominantly to conformance. More relations to performance are identified when the policy scale is
national or local. On the local scale in the Netherlands policies are related more to performance than
to conformance.
Performativity is an important aspect when analysing the implementation of a policy document such
as the Directive. The performativity of the words used in this implementation affect the conformance
to- and the performance of the Directive itself. The room for interpretation established by the wording
and definitions of the Directive determine how diverse policy can be while still being conform the
Directive. This room for interpretation is often intentionally to be able to establish policy that is
applicable for all member states. The European Commission must constantly try to find the right
balance between the need for clear guidance and room for interpretation. In the floods Directive, this
balance was established with some extra guidance documents and meetings. The use of the three
theoretical lenses of conformance, performance and performativity were found very suitable to
analyse the implementation of the Floods Directive. The theoretical lenses complemented each other
providing a good framework to analyse the implementation of the Directive.
When researching the conformance and performance in the implementation of policy at the different
themes, often a balance between both theoretical lenses was found (figure 15). A lot of international
and more local collaboration was described by the interviewees. This collaboration is conform the
Directive. The theme of flood risk management policy is often related to performance. It was
established by the Netherlands who start from the idea that their policy is performing well and they
do not want to change this to conform to the Directive. When talking about this theme, policy makers
often emphasise the importance of performance in flood risk management. The predominance of
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performance at the theme scenario approach, is mostly due to the used methods that are conform the
directive however do not perform on the international scale.
The balance between conformance and performance of policy related to the Directive says a lot about
the implementation of the Directive. This balance must ensure that flood risk management is
performing well however, member states have signed the Directive and must therefore also conform
to it. When a Directive is implemented and established well, the policies that are conform the directive
should also be performing well. Researching whether the implemented policies are based on
performance or conformance describes the effect of the implementation of the directive. Policy
implementation in the Netherlands is mostly performance based whereas, in Germany policy
implementation is related more to accomplishing conformance. Although the implementation of policy
is based on different perspectives the effect the Directive had on policy in Germany and the
Netherlands is very little.

Conformance and or Performance at each scale level
International
80%
60%
40%
National Germany

National NL

20%
0%

Conformance
Performance

Local Germany

Local NL

Figure 14 overview of conformance to performance ratio per policy scale

Relative conformance and performance at each theme of the Directive
Influence policy
80%
Feedback

60%

Flood risk management
approach

40%

Conformance

20%

Performance

0%
Collaboration

Public involvement

Scenario approach

Assesment, Maps &
Plans

Figure 15 overview of the conformance to performance ratio in the main themes of the Directive
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Annexes
Annex A overview of interviewees and their quotation codes
Table 46 Overview of interviews with scale, organization, quotation code, field of work, interview characteristics and the
interview date

Quote code

Field of work

Interview
characteristics

Date

Scale

Organisation

Policy officer (Water) in the
European Commission

In person,
English

International
Commission for
Protection of the Rhine
(ICPR)
Secondment at
European Commission

ICPR

Scientific assistant
International Commission for
Protection of the Rhine

Via skype,
English

28-3-2017

SEUNL

Secondment European
Commission Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Ministry of
Infrastructure and
Environment (I&M)

MIENL

Ministry of Infrastructure and
Environment Netherlands

In person, Dutch

22-12-2016

I

2-2-2017

PWEU

30-3-2017

International
National
Netherlan

European Commission

SMIENL

Secondment Ministry of
In person, Dutch
Infrastructure and Environment
Netherlands

Union of Water Boards

UWNL

Union of Water Boards
Netherlands

8-2-2017

Secondment at Ministry
of Infrastructure and
Environment

In person, Dutch

14-3-2017

II

RWSNL1

Advisor flood water safety
RijksWaterStaat, the
Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Rijkswaterstaat

RWSNL2

Expert cross-border
cooperation, RijksWaterStaat
the Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Province Gelderland

PGNL

Policy adviseur water safety
Province Gelderland
Netherlands

In person, Dutch

19-1-2017

Water board
Rivierenland

WBRNL1

Policy advisor Water board
Rivierenland Netherlands

In person, Dutch

15-2-2017

Water board
Rivierenland

WBRNL2

Policy advisor Water board
Rivierenland Netherlands

In person, Dutch

15-2-2017

Water Board Rijn &
IJssel

WBRIJNL

Policy advisor Water Board Rijn
& IJssel in the Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Safety region
Gelderland Midden

SGMNL1

Water expert Safety region
Gelderland Midden
Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Safety region
Gelderland Midden

SGMNL2

Water expert Safety region
Gelderland Midden
Netherlands

In person, Dutch

23-2-2017

Rijkswaterstaat

24-2-2017

Local Netherlands

5-4-2017
7-3-2017
7-3-2017

III

In person, Dutch

Municipality of Arnhem

MANL

Policy advisor Municipality of
Arnhem in the Netherlands

In person, Dutch

Ministry of Environment
(MULNV) NordrheinWestfalen

MENWDE1

In person,
German &
English

Ministry of Environment
(MULNV) NordrheinWestfalen

MENWDE2

Ministry of Environment
(MULNV) NordrheinWestfalen

MENWDE3

Bezirksregierung
Münster

BMDE

Referent of flood risk
management in the Ministry
for Environment, Agriculture,
Conservation and Consumer
Protection of the State of
North Rhine-Westphalia
(MULNV)
Assistant referent of flood risk
management in the Ministry
for Environment, Agriculture,
Conservation and Consumer
Protection of the State of
North Rhine-Westphalia
(MULNV)
Assistant referent of flood risk
management in the Ministry
for Environment, Agriculture,
Conservation and Consumer
Protection of the State of
North Rhine-Westphalia
(MULNV)
Bezirksregierung Münster in
Germany

Via telephone,
German

26-4-2017

Emscher
Genossenschaft &
Lippeverband

ELDE

Emscher Genossenschaft &
Lippeverband in Germany

In person,
English

27-3-2017

3-3-2017

In person,
German &
English

3-3-2017

IV

In person,
German &
English

3-3-2017

Policy advisor water,
Municipality Nijmegen in the
Netherlands

23-3-2017

Local Germany

MNNL

17-3-2017

National Germany

Municipality Nijmegen

Annex B Interview example of guiding questions
Interview (name interviewee) Date: ../../....
Can you tell me about your function and work field?
Can you tell me the function of the MKULNV in flood risk management?
How does the MKULNV work together with the other partners in flood risk management?
(Water boards, municipalities and the national level)
How do you evaluate this collaboration?

Do you experience direct influence of the EU Floods Directive?
Do you think the Directive had a positive impact in Germany?
Are there parts of the Directive you do not agree with?
Was the Directive in line with the practices already used in Germany?
On what points was it different than the already present policy?

Is the Directive implemented well in German policy in your opinion?
Was it implemented well in national policy?
Was it implemented well in local policy?
Who influenced the implementation into (local) policy?
Should the MKULNV have a bigger role in flood risk management?

How much is the three-layer safety approach used in policy? Prevention: decreasing the chance on a
flood, Protection: limit the possible consequences of a flood via spatial planning, preparedness:
Decrease the effects of a flood by handling the crisis effectively.
To what extend is this policy implemented?
How do you evaluate this policy?
Do you think this policy is used effectively?
Are the second and third layer equally important or is protection still the main aim?

Did the Floods Directive positively stimulate international cooperation in flood risk management?
V

How much collaboration is there with which Dutch organisations?
How do you evaluate this collaboration?
The Directive made it compulsory to work with the Risk assessment  Maps  Flood risk
management plans ‘method’
Do you think this is a good method to use?
Is it good that it is obligated, or should Member States have more freedom in their
implementation?

How do you evaluate the use of the scenario approach? (a) floods with a low probability, or extreme
event scenarios (b) floods with a medium probability (likely return period ≥ 100 years) (c) floods with
a high probability, where appropriate
To what extant is (future) Climate change used in current policy?
Do you agree with the Directive’s definition of ‘flood’?
means the temporary covering by water of land not normally covered by water. This shall
include floods from rivers, mountain torrents, Mediterranean ephemeral water courses, and
floods from the sea in coastal areas, and may exclude floods from sewerage systems.
How important is flood that is not caused by the river in this area and its policies?

Do you evaluate the implementation of the Floods Directive as positive?
How could the Directive be improved?
How do you evaluate the evaluation period of 6 years?
How is the implemented policy reviewed to the European level? And how does the European
union provide feedback to local level?
How do you see the role of participation in Flood risk management?
Should the EU specify the level of participation or should the member state decide?
“Member States shall encourage active involvement of interested parties in the production,
review and updating of the flood risk management plans” (Directive 2000/60/EC)

Quote on function:
Contacts
Can I email you if I have any questions?
Do you know any other contacts that I could interview about this topic?
VI

Annex C Overview of the used codes for coding the interviews in
AtlasTI
Table 47. The codes and families used in AtlasTI

Family
Background
Conformance

Performance

Performativity

Scale

Directive Themes

Code
Background
Conformance general
Conformance in Action
Conformance in Character
Conformance in Form
Conformance in Manner
Conformance precisely conform
Conformance same goals
Performance general
Performance better decision / implementation
Performance meet requirements
Performance new info
Performance not stick to plan
Performance spirit of plan
Performance tangible role
Performativity general
Performativity effect change
Performativity power of language
Performativity provide action
Performativity text and talk are produced
International
Local Germany
Local NL
National Germany
National NL
D ass->maps->plans
D Collaboration
D Feedback
D Flood risk management approach
D Influence policy
D public involvement
D Scenario approach
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